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INTRODUCTION 



Tho School Lunch and Breakfast Programs continue as the founda- 
tion, the building blocks, upon which ^our effective and growmg 
federally funded child nutrition propraras rest. ' ^ 

Last year, as part of tho oversight function of the Senate Select 
Cornmittpe on Nutrition and Human Needs, I asked tfie committee 
staff to question, by telegram, all the State School Food Service 
VDiroctors. The purpose of this questionnaire was twofold ; 

L To deterrtiine the most pressing -problems facing those who 
have responsibility for administmng th(JNSchool Lunch and 
BroakLo^ Programs land, ^ ^ - i 

2. To leather recommendations f9r strengthening tlfo legisla- 
tion, with tho goal of feeding as many children as posnible, in an 
economical way. 

The results of the ffrst telegram survey were very gratifjdng. Matiy 
of the recommendations received were made part of legiHlaHori. 

The previous response of C/ongress to this timely inforniation, and 
the subsequent constructive use to which thp data was^put, have, 
encouraged me to repeat this telegrangi survey to the State School 
Food Service Directors. ' ' . - 

This year's/ (1975) quentionnaire is especially intercstmg because, 
cQjQCurrentlv, the administration offered its own plan to reshape the^ 
child njutrition prograiils as we traditionally know them. 

This working paper contains the individual reaponseB by the State 
* directors; a summary of some of the more important answers jeceived; 
an analysin of the potential oSaM on child nutrition programs, if the 
administration's bloc prant proposfil goes into effect; some cjtii5en 
responses to the otlministration's proposal; and,4a copy of this year's 
legislative package for child nutrition, S. 850, with a scction-by- 
section aiia^sis. 

The t<?xt of tho questionnaire is as follows: 

Westehn Union NioiIt Lettbii 

• > January 23, 1975. 

Dear Stat<) School Food Service Director: 

As you know, (Congress 'again Is considerinjg Ic^slation vital 
to the School Lunch, School Breakfast, Special Bood Services, 
antl Commodity programs. 

(1) , . 



Our committee needs information about vour ability to run the 
^ proprnmH while fighting incrt^^sed food and" labor coJtJ 

^'"''a ^'T^ re-sponse to our telegram led to legislation 
whioh mandated jBcreaHed reimbursement rates increased and 
„ miproved rommodity levels, increased milk mone;^ ancl escalator 
■ clauses, to insure automatic adjustment escalator 

ttDnfoZ;o'H"Y rP''"-' follomng questions will be greatly 

ppro. luted I realize in some cases only un educated estimate can 
W provided. Please provide data for both public anrprivate 

1. IIow many paid for and free lunches, on thfaveraire «ro 

&iiS^',r„';h'r'' """"""" <^'» ^.r/s z 

■2 What (jo you estimijK> is the average cost in vour State of 
iiriu:,';';^, I^J^^^? a broakf^st?^ does-thi;;,mpa?e 
:''J'''(u!>i''i''- incrcas,.,!, p,.j- lun.'l. over last vear'' 

- _ (a u,u fonela!.. loss „f oarliripation anu.Mg p„vi„g 
-ti (Ic t., if any, with thi. in. r.Mwc? If s,,, what i. if ' " ^ 

llnakla.t , ll„u ,1„ ,h,... hgurc. ,„,upar.. with last year at this 

"f 'l"" "xpan.l..,l r...luce.l-pricp 
.;.Man, parfnnu,,,,,, i„ your Stato? if.nv „,u„v s, lu , ,1 s- 
t. havo ,„,l,at..,f tl... n.,ln,..,l-pri.-,. luiyhos this vcar? 

hHp ;„p th, l.„, of pavu.tr Mudcnts i„ the lun. h program? 
' I ho S. hool HrcakfuM Program ha. not expanded at the 

lCS.r K:;.t;"^ prograiiinartidpatl:;, 
in^M'l. iMi Kling.' AdnuniMlrntivo proh cum? Lack of nnhlic 

s What f•han(^(.^, if any, in the legislation would help improve 
• he par ir ,pa ,o„ rate a.jd .,„ali.y of the breakfast progla.iT 
,1.. ie . ' i'; ""• ■ the „».,il pattern sho„|,| 1„. 

• >" ""-Ip innense partifipation an.l deer -ase waste in the 
lui.rh program? the breakfast program? 

.w.I"„.''\' pi<'Ki-am were to end, howmueh.Mmli 

^.e> meal would yo„ ,,,.,.,1 to olfset the lo^.? I), vou wu th 

(H j Iij your opinion, i. it po^Mlile for sehook to purc^^ase fr/.m 
l...al whol,.;,aler. .■ertain foo.l items «,eh as fr.J, u'm^^^ 
nmned fruit, an.l vegetables „s eheaph as Ihe l\SI A s able 
buy them assuming equal quality? if not, please give l ex- 
ample of the COM dilferential for one item. ' ' ^'^ 

n. What are you,- tMpiipment needs for new n^urrams' For 

in:^,.:;s;ii::7'iKS^^^^ 

universal, at 10 cents per lunch for ,.11 .4u.l..uTundc.^rh a 

/ 



profrruih, it is assumed that the nood for totally free lunches 
would be minimal. Would you favor such a program? Can. you 
estimate the additional moneys needed to have such^a program 
in your State?.^ 

13. How much time and money would your State save if a 
univerNal program replaced the cuiTcnt program; and the current 
certification and reporting paperwork was reduced accordingly? 

14. What percent of the school districts in ^your State charge 
the lunch program for the cost of: (A) Utilities? (B) Transpor- 
tation of USDA foods? (C) School administrative overhead? 
(D) Employment of personnel for supervision during the lunch 
period? 

If). What, if any, are the current levels of State reimbursements 
vou receive for lunches this year? Breakfast? IIow much has this 
increased in the last three (3) years? What is the total amount 
of State money you currently receive? 

Thank y»u very much for your continued assistance and input. 

Georoe^McGovern, Chairman 
U.S. Senate Select Committee on 

Nutrition and Human Needs 



RESPONSES FROM STATE SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE 
DIRECTORS 




Stati il AlahiMi 

Department of Education 

stati Olllci iMifiiii ^ . 
Miit|iMiry. Alahama him 




URoV Brown 

Sutf Suptrmttndtnt of Education 



January 30, 1975 



The Honorable George McGovcrn 

United States Senate 

Select Commltteo oh Nutrition and 

Hunan Keedi \ 
Waohington, D.C. 203tO 

Dear Mr. McGovorn: 



Tht following information io being oubmitted in accordance wltK 
your Telefax request of January 23, 1975. 

The Alabana State Department of Education does not admlnioter 
Child Nutrition Programrf* In pr/lvate and parochial ochooli. These 
program* are administered thr^gh the U.S.D.A. Regional Office In 
Atlanta, Georgia. «> 

1, How many paid for and free lunches, on the average, 
are oerved In your state each day?. Dreakfait? (Use 
data from the lateit available month). 

tunchei: Paid 2 76,728 per day 
rrce 289,698 per day 

Brealcfaat: Faid 6,988 per day ^ 
Free 36,366 ^er day 

2, What do you estimate li the average cfDit In your atatc 
of producing a lunch thli year? A brcakfaat? How 

^ doei thla compare to lait year? 

Tlie averaga coit of producing a lunch in AlabAiM for the period 
enfJtng December 31, 1974 waa 82c. Effective January 1, 1975, the 
price of Bilk In Alabama wai Iticraaaed by 20 to 527., the labor 
coit vai Increaaed hy 5.37., aiw! the. coat of other food and non- 
food iteni'Contlnuad to Increaie at a leaionally adjuated annual 
rate ot 13. 

The average coat of producing • breakfast In Alabaaa for tha period 
andlng Dece«ber 31, 1974 waa 43.8c. 

The averaga coit of producing neala In Alabama haa increaaed by 9,3X 
for the p€rlod ending December 31, 197<> as compared to tha pravioua 
achodi year. 
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Hic fvlUr^lnj^ la an ro titnated ctiot per cival for the 197^-75 achool year 
ao « trijinred-ti} th£5 -actual ^a*fc for the 1973-7^ ochobl year. 



1 liiuh 
Food 
!.at»c»r • 

('thor 
fitil total 

InSlrcc 
5Mib total 

Value of 

(\»rjiiat 1 c Ico 
i,rQn;i Tijtal 

Va luc oi 
C\'rz2o^ It ico 



pet r\)t 

tal \ 



1973-74 

T5.Tc 
1.6c 
4^3 c 

62.2c 
2.8£ 

^'S.Oc 

l£._Oc 

75:Oe 

32.3c 

•l£.jDc 
i2.3c 



1974-75 
42.1c 
22.2c 
1.6c 

'71.1c 

74.1c 

10. Qc 
84.1c 

36.7c, 

10^.^ 
46.7c 




4.4c 



4.4c 




14% 



13.6% 



13.6% 



Hao tho otudonto' price tncroaood per lunch over last year? 
Vqt brcaUfnot? How imich, on tho average, is the Incroaoo 
fur o/ich? Can you corrolate looo of participation oraopg 
paying otudonto, if any, with thio Incrcaio? If lo 
io It? 



Yeo, the thargo to tho paying child continuoo to incrcaio at approxiciate ly 
7% each aix (6) montha. A high porconttof tho school Byitomf in Alabama 
charge tho paying child oaaentially tho^aamo amount thoy rccoivo in U.S.D.Av 
roinburoor:ont for froo csoolo (i.e.) Uigch 49.5 contg, they charged the 
paving child 50 cento. 52.5 cents thoy chargod th« paying child 55 conti. 

. S.^£.^h.K9°l 22 lentj xhoy chargod tho paying child 20 conts, 23.25 c<int%, 

^thoy chargod tho paying chll<J 25 conti, 

. Hioro ho^bovn no significant loll of particlplition when the mokl •price 
10 introaood. Tliia lo prinArily^ bocauie tho inci^oasoi are*tninlmal , 

Eoch year thoro la a docroaio in tho numbor of paid tneali ^nd an incroaie 
in tho nucibor of froo and reduced price Doali, Thli ii brought about by 
Doro fanilioi boing nmdo eligible for free and reduced price tneali when 
tho SocroCory'i Inc%io Poverty Cuidelinei are Increaied at a falter rati 
than Cho per capita Incooa of a itate. ' 

4, How oany reduced price lunfihoa are lorved each day? DMakfait? 
Hoy do those figuroi aoaparo vith lait yeat at thii time? 



o<r^i 



An average of 14»623 reduced price lunchei are being lerved each day thii 
year ao ccaparod vith 1»043 each day lait yoar. 
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An QVoragr of 617 nnUn prltt; brrdUf.iotn aro hvivr/nnvn] vcith Jay 
thlo yrar ao coiTipariui with I S2 coth dav Kint year. 

' IXirlng the 1973- 76 ocbool ^inr, only fivr (j) nthool j>yt;ti'an in Al.iKiru 
offered reduird price ni-nlo. Ttilo ytar t-ach ochool fiynten In Alalana In 
required to offer paid, reduced price, and free tuealo. ^ - . 

5. \3)\at haa been the e<-fect of the expanded redured prUe 

pro^roa on participation in ymjr otatc? IUtw many othool 

d 10 trie to have Ir^tlated the r'edutrd price luiuheo Uifa f 
year? - * ^ ^ 

There hao been no 'o ignlf icant increaoc in the number of rcealra nerved 
ao a reoutt of mandated requirement for all.Dthool oyoterao to offer 
reduced prU« tnealo, * ^ 

During the IN73-76 othool yeorf ^0.^.^:. of the luinheo wen- paid. ,02Zwere 
reduced and 69.6^, w^re free. Hilci mhool year'- July throu^.h D.-tcmhcr - 
68.67, of the liimheo were paid, 2.ri were reduced, .ind 64.1% wt-re free. 

rmrlnft thr 1973-76 odu^l vear, 10. r. of the ifreaU t.ifittj w. re paid. .0',? 
wore reduied. and S'^yK^vtv free. Hilo pchrol vear - Julv thrpu^'h 
Isnerabcr - 12 . n\^,(ijf/the breaUfanto wi-re paid. r.6'^\were leihned, and 
Hf).6"' were tree. 



6. mi.it ler.lulatlve Ahan^'.eo, if any. wmild you fi-ior^vwd to hrlp 
titt>p the luoo of'payinr; otudento In the lunch pro^'.rara? 

The t'.reateat need, lep.iolative or otherwloe. io to anoint loial oihool 
oytjterai^acqVlre capable, eompetent oupervloory perocinnel. fiebool nyotemo 
wlth-a*qiMte, cenipctent nupervioory perootinel haw Clilld Kutnltion 
Pronroma rh it meet thf needa of the child. •% 
• 

We would our.«cot that thlo be n ohared, loordlnaled effort at the- federal. 
Dtate, and local level. 

7 TV ochool brcal^aot prosram hao nuj: expanded at the name 

rote ao the lunch pjiHLUU^ Wl»y hao prof^^rora part ie ipat^on ■ 
funding? Adminioffotive problemo? l^cU o£ public infortiatlon. 
School food porobnnel overloaded? The "Thio io the family 
job" attitude? 

Prior to the 1976^-75 ochool year funding ho^J no t^ been adequate. Lack 
of ockool food oervice iiupefvlaoro at the oyotea Icve l^ to promote and 
coordinate the ochool -brtakfaot program. Some adnlnlotratoro otill 
feel that "Thio is the fonily )ob." 

8. What changoi, if any, in the loglolation would help 
' iciRrovq .tho. j>articipation rate and quality of the broak- 
fao't program^ ^ 

Loglolation oex:mo to be adequate. 
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9. What, if any, raodiflcaciono In the tneal pat temiohould bo 
made to help incroaoc participation an* dccrcaoc waotc in 
. i;ho lunch prog ran? The breakfast Progrtfb? 

It ic* recoinncnded that ochool feeding programs be evaluated in tgnao of 
the latest Reconmcnded Dally Dietary Allowance by the Food and |?utrltion 
Board, National Acadcuiy of Science, National Uoaearch Council, rather {. 
than by specific -food requirements ao stated In the Typo A Pattern and 
the School Breakfoot Pattern* 

Serlouo conoidcrat Ion ahould bo given to re -otnic turfcng the neal pattern 
rcqulrcncntfl to permit children to receive the baoic nutrlont^i without 
having m opecificd coiaponent, ouch mo milk, aa a daily requirement. It 
io poooible for m oingle component to become prohibitive bocauoe of price. 
For Inotance, milk in Alabama wao increaocd from 207. to aa of Janu- 
ary 1, 1975. I am oppooed to being locked in with a oingle mcnl component 
over which I have no control. 



1()A. If the ( ommodUy program wore to end how much ( noh per 
meal would you need to offoet the lono? Do you want 
the tommodity program to lontinue? ' U oo, ht)w would 
yinj improve it or change it? 

If the tommodt^ty program were to end, Alabama would nced^ minimum 
of lie per meal to bo able to purthaoo foodo of equa> quality. 
People in all lovelo of ochool food oorvifft in Alabama very defi- 
nitely want the commodity program to continue. 'fWo thingo that 
would help Improve the commodity pflfgram in thio otato would bo 
to roinBtorc Uie Section <il6 itctai3 and to provide fundo for a 
warehouse Gyotom. 

lOD. In your opinion, ii it poooible for ochooli to purchaio 
from local wholooalero certain food items ouch an frozen 
canned fruits and vegetables' ao cheaply as 
USDAyis able to buy them, asouming equal quality? 
If not, please give an example of the cost differential 
for one item. 

It Is not possible for schools to buy medts, fruits, and vegetables 
fro« local wholosalttrs as cheaply as USDA is able to buy them. An 
example of this prico differential is shown by USDA providing canned 
green beans at a cost of 19c per pound as compared to m comparable 
quality purchased from a local wholesaler at 3^(? per pound. 

11. What are your equipment needs for fjew programi? For 

\xisting programs? How oRjch do you expect to receive v ^ 
£or tach of theie this year? 

None for new programs. . * ' 



'J 
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b. For existing programs, $^036c>400. This figure is based on an 
equipment survey of equipment needs in the State of Alabama, 

' 12. What percentage increase in participation would you expect 
in your state if the school lunch program were to be made 
universal, at 10 cents per lunch for all students? Under 
such a program, 'it is assumed that the need for totally 
free lunches would he minimal. Would you favor such a ^ 
program? Can you estimate the additional monies needed 
to have such a program in your state? 

Approximately .777, of the students who are in average daily attend- 
ance in public schools participate in the 1,328 Nat ional» School Lunch 
Programs In Alabama. Only one (I) public school in Alabama does not 
have a food service program. 

It is conceivable that .90-947, of the students would participate if 
the school Itsncft program were to be irtade universal, 

I would favor a Child l^utri^on Program that would permit each child" 
to make a contribution to the program. • 

It would require a total expenditure of 80.8, million dollars to initiate 
a 10 cent per lunch universal program for all students,* This is based 
on the present cost of production of lunches and aji increase of 177. 
in the niimber of lunChes served. 

13. How much time and money would your state save if>i universal 
program replaced the currebt program, and the current 
certification and report i'hg paperwork was reduced accordingly? 

, There would be a confiiderable savings of both time^nd money should such 
a program be implemented. It is estimated that 113,000 teacher days 
are spept in Alabama each ,^^ear^ selling lunch tickets »and tiking^up 'lunch 
money. 1 This is equivalent to 4 million dollars- of teaching time being 
spent selling tickets and taking' up lunch money 

School '^jhminiitr a tors in Alabama spend an estimated 300 days each year 
administering free ind teduced price meal policies. 

■ ' ■ % * 

14. What percent o'^uthe school district's in -y pur state 
charge the lunch program for the «;08t of:, 

(A) Utilities? 

(B) Tranaportation of USDA foods? 

(C) School Administrative overhead? 

(D) Employment of personnel for supervision during the 
lunch period? b-v 

It is estimated that school districts pay the following percentages for 
the items listed from, lunch program fun^s: 
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A. UtiliWef-.- 55% 

B. .TF-anaportitlon of USDA foods -^--65-/, 

C. School administrative overhead 157, 

D. Employment of persqnnel for auperviaion 
during the lunch period 57, 

15, What, if any, are the current levela of atate reiia- 
bursementa ydu receive for lunchea thia year? Pre>k- 
fast? How much hraa thia increaaed in th* laat threa 

^(3) yeara? Whatf is the' total amount of atate money 

*you currently receive? 

The State of Alabama does noCNapecif ically reimburae Child Nutrition 
Programs on a per meal baais. The atate spe^t an average^of .08 
.cents per meal during the 1973-74Sachool year |gr teacher retirement 
and social security benefita for aihool lunch nXnagera and assistant 
manager*. School syatems apend legjislatively appropriated fund a* for 
the operation and maintenance of Child Nutrition Programs. During the 
1973-74 school year, for instance, sjchool systems in Alabama spent an 
average of 2.8 cents per meal for Child oWfttrition Programs. 

There has be^n a gradual increase in the amount of state money spent for 
Child Nutrition Programs during the past three (3) years. The total 
amount of state money spent for Child Nutrition Programs during FY 74 
was $3,256,657, an, Increase of $824,541 over the previous year. 

We appreciate your efforts and support of Child Nutri tion Programs. 
It is gratifying to know that we' have frienda like you in Congreis who 
'^eajLize the importafhce of good nutrition. 

- ■ . Sincerely your^, 

T. C?;- Sraittr, Jr. , Coordinator 
Food Service and Local Accounting 
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DEPAIITME^rVT or EDLIJATIOX 

March 10. 19^75 



/AY S. HAMMOND. Covcrnor 



mCH f^mA QfflCl iUllDlHG 

mm 99101 



Honorable George McGovern 

United States Senate 

Select Coflimlttee on Nutrition 

& Human Needs ' 
Washington, D, C. 20510 

Dear Senator McGovern: 

This will acknowledge and reply to your telegram of Janiiary 23 in which you re- 
quested detailed information concernirtg our ohild nutrition programs. 

The answers are given in the saijt order as the questions were asked. ^ They are: 



^24,000 
7,300 
360 
9Z0 



1. Average number of paid lunches served per day in state 
Average free lunches served per day in state 
Average paid breakfasts served per day in state 
Average free breakfasts served per day in state 

2. Average cost per lunch for FY-75 $1.J3 Fi-74 m 
Average cost per breakfast for FY^75 72<^ FY-74 78(t 

3 - Prices charged foriunches and breakfasts has increased over last year on 
an average of 10(t for both lunch and br^eakfast. Participation is down ^% 
for paid lunches and 35^!£ for paid breakfasts. 

4. Reduced lunches served per day -'40 in FY-75 
Reduced lunches served per day - 3T in FY-74 

Reduced breakfasts served per day - in FY-75 
Reduced breakfasts served per day - __0_ in FY-74 

5. There has been little change; in the program since the expanded recfuCed price 
program came into being. 

*J6 Increase reimbursement so t^iat lunch price could be univ'ersally lowered. 

t7. Breakfast Program should hav^ iricreased funding. 

8. Increase reimbursement possibly. 

Provide funds to be used specifically for nutrition education. 



9. 
10. 



'|a| A minimum of 20 per lunch. 



A minimum or per luncn. , ^ i. ^ 

The commodity Program should not change. Have the. bulk of the food pur 
hases made earlier in the school year. 
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n. (a) $30,000.00 
(b) $28,651.00 

60% Increase. 

13. Unable td project a realistic flgyi^ 

14. 25« . 

15. No state reimbursement. 

If additional Information Is needed, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 



MD:koc 



Marge DaWes ) 
School Food Coordinator 
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department of^ Jbucjition 

tSSa WEST JCFrCKSON 
PHOENIX. ARIZONA SOOO? 
27l'43«> 



January 30k, 1975 



Honorable George McGovem 
United States Senate 

Chairman, United States Senate Select Conniittee 

on Nutrition and Human Needs 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator McGovern: 



In response to your telegram of January 23, the following are the answers 
to the questions of the telegram. We hopfe that these answers will be of 
help to you. 

1. The School Lunch Program: There" are 149,19^ paid lunches; 76,069 
frde and reduced lunches. Breakfast: There are 4,313 paid break- 
fasts;^ 15,516 free and reduced breakfasts. 

2. For fiscal year 1974, thji average cost per child is $0.6943; for 
fiscal year 1975, "thd ppr child cost if $0.^867. For breakfast 
for 1974 the cost per chUd is $0.2079 and for fiscal year 1975 
the cost per child is $0^5075. 

3. The per student price has increased an average of $0,107 for lunc 
and has remained^ the same for breakfast. There was no loos of par- 
ticipation with lunch and increase of participation with breakfast. * 
Perhaps the average increase in the price of lunch kept participa- 
tion from, increasing. ' ^ 

4. Reduced ^rice lun<:hea per day for fiscal year '74, 243; fdr fiscal 
year *75, 1,522. Reduced price breakfasts per day for fiscal year 
'74, 29; for fiscal year '75, 138. Free lunches jier day, 63,835 

• for fiscal year '74; 74,547 £or fiscal year '75. Free breakfasts 
per day for fiscal year 13,176; for fiscal year '75, 15,378. 

5. The effect of the ei^anded reduced price program inc;reased partici- 
pation. There have been 26 ochool districts^ and 1864pchools which 
have initiated the reduced price lunches this year. / 

In order^o help stop the loss of paying s^udeAto in the lunch pro- 
gram, vJiC feel that reducing the number of Components of the Type A 
lunch /r going to the Nutrient Standard Approach as suggested by 
the USpA as long as the child receives one-third USRDA for lunch. 
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Greater variety would Improve sales. Thlo lo oapeclally true with 
the new engineered foodo which are vitamin and protein enriched, 
thereby eliminating the neceaolty for the three-fourth^ cui» vege- a 
table requirement and the two ounceo from protein. One very 
effective method for Increaalng the number of paying studenta would* 
be to Increaae the amount of Seq^tlon U funda available and Increfcae 
relqburaements . 

_ / • 

7. The School Breakfa6>t Program has not expanded at the same rate ao 

the lunch program for aeveral reaaona . Flrat, admlnl^Jtratora heal- 
tate to add new achedullng and budgeting problems to their Already 
buoy schedulca. Second, food oervlce directors heoltate to" run 
the rlak of loalng money on the breakfast program. In many ochoola 
.breakfast coota are $.30 to $.40 and the complolnta of theae school 
food aerylce directors are hearil* by other school admlnlatratoro 
trying to decide whether to Join the program^. There la alao a 
problem' with the distribution of tickets iii aoiae diatrlcta. "Child- 
ren arrive in the' morning and are served bre*kfaat immediately. ' 

«. The greatest change in legislation that could improve the breakfast 
program would be to make the program free to every child. ,ThiB 
would eliminate the, stigma attached to the diffocence in* price; 
it would increase participation. Also, * regulation specifying the 
quality of cereal products stating a minimum percentage of pro-teln 
in the cereal offered would help meet the RDA, especially in fami- 
lies where protein is a problem. 

9. Reducing the amount of milk necessary to meet the Type A lunch from 
one-half pint to one-third pint for children kindergarten, through 
third grad^ would reduce the milk aad food waste and reduce tosts. 
One-half pint lo too largq a volume for small children, and if a * 
child is full he won't eat the other components of the lunch. 

10. A: About $.i5 per meal would be needed if the commodity program 

was to end. The commodity program should contl^iue ^Ln 'order to 
help smaller school districts which jdon't liave the purchasing 
power of tbe larger districts. Red meats neGd to* be processed 
at the distributors' level rather than at the local level. A 
portion of the ground beef should arrive ao pattleo. 

B: The three commodltleo chooen to decfde the difference between 

the wholeoale price and, the^^price that USDA can oend: chicken - 
conmiodlty price, $.46, wholeoale price, $.55, a difference of 
$.09 minus $.01 per pound for freight or a net difference of 
$.08 per pound for chicken; ground beef - commodity price, $.64, 
wholesale price, $.80, a difference of $.1*6 per pound and with 
' freight of $.01 per pound, a net difference of $.15 per pound 

betwcj(>n the wholesale price and the commodity price; for canned 
green beans -t$5.36 is the ^oranipdity price per caoe, the whole- 
oale price la\$10.04 per caoe, a difference of $4.68 per caoe, 
pluo a difference of $,,03 per pound, or a total net difference 
of $3.54 between the commodity price and the wholeoale price. 
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11. For tho coming fiscal year, we have verbal requests for both new 
and existing programs totaling $A6,000 and written requests total- 
ing $120,000 for existing and $125,000 for new programs. One 
problem that does present itself with -the request to non-food 
assistance is a problem with the regulations. A new program school 

» within a district is ineligible for new funds and must compete with 
existing programa for unreoerved funds. During fiscal year '75, 
unreaerved fundo for Arizona amounted to $13A,000 and requests for 
tho oamo period amounted to $165,000. Requests far exceed available 
money, and will for at least the next five years. 

12i Conoidering the preoGnt partitfipation in the lungh program and 

aosuraing a 20 percent increase, in participation if the school lunch 
program were to go over to a universal program, the revenue derived 
from that would be $26,529. Aooumlng the' revenue at present, which 
ia the prooent participatJfOn, times the preoent average charge per 
meal, which ia $.38, and you have a present revenue of $8A,008.50, 
thlo will give you a net difference between the preoent revenue 
and future revenue of $57,A79.50. Subtracting the preoent revenue 
from the prooent coot B^eo you" a net deficit of $ll'2p748.25.' 
For tho future doflclt, Uako tho future participation multiplied 
bv tho prooont cnat whlrmwlll rIvo tiip future coot of the meal. 
Subtract from that tho fujture revenue and you come up with a flpure 
of $209,5 79.10. The dlffirence between the future deficit and the 
proaent deficit wnuld filvJ you a total of $96,830.85. If tlu* ochool 
lunch program woij to ro owr to a unlveroal program. It would coot 
an additional $96,830.85 p]br day. 

13,. If the otate went ovor to tt unlvernal ochool lunch program, the otnte 
dlvioion would not oavo rau^lji money, becauoe the atate would continue^ 
to havo to havo adtnlnlotradive revlewo and would have to monitor 
no-pro^rara uchoolo. Howevqlr, at the local level, navinpo of oorac^ 
whore around 20 percent of linHJ would be taken up becauoe tlierc 
would no longer have to be j|ho difference between the free", rr/Juced 
price and paid lunqheo. 

14. VJhat percent of the ochool d^LaCrlGto in your otate charge the lunch 
pro^^ramo for tho co&t of utii.lt:leo? - 30 percent. Trannportat ion of 
USDA foodo? - 100 pe'rcent. jtchool adrainlotratlve overhead? - tliroc 
percM'nt . Kmploymont of peniijnnel for oupcrviolon during the lunch 
period? - 100 perofnt. We l^vo no otatiotlco for thlo qucotlon. 

If 

15. In Arizona, there are no loyblo of otate rolmburoement for the lunch 
pro^^.ram, the breakfaot proRjjam or for any othor program. The otate 

J picko up oome of the admlniitrat Ive coo to, but doeo not reimburoc 

ochool diotricto. The only I rcimburoement coraeo from USDA. 

We hope thlo Information will be ofihelp to the Commi ttee ,* and wo look 
forward to continued good rclat ioni| b;Dtween our Dlvioion and thooe inter- 
coted In tho ochool lunch program.. 

Sinreroly ymirn, 

.lunctta Barrett, Director 
Food and Nutrition Dlvioion 
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DEPflfillllffll Of fDUCflllOfl 

• T*T« IDUCATIDN SUILOINS LITTH HOCK. aHKANIAS 7ttOI 



F<>bniary 11, 



ii*'rifi^ r ijo riN' M*0 Vfrn, Chairman 
Nij*ri*.i n ani Hurin N"Pfin 
Waohiri/'t n, D.'€. 
D<'ar .)f»tja^ r M«'tJ v^rrii 



Rr.ffr^Tiff in mn.if t. . y -ur t.<»lof;ran iruiuiry punnnrriing ntatiotioal informat icn 
an ♦h' n.. n'lnt.o t . tho ^f^rati n f thf Chilli Nutrit.i -m. Pn^^rUmn in thn 'St/ito 

f Arkannan. All irjf >rTr.aM n in applinablo -^nly f thf^ Puhlin Gohn(.ln ninop 
^h*> S^atf D' tartfUfTit T &iu<-a»iun in ij^'atriot.r'j to tho a^lminintrati- ,n nf 
mn^u^vn linit.ori f . t.hf PuMir 5ch'»nl Dintrirtn. 

!. Thf< avfrntn- laily rjnnb<>r" f fr'>p antJ rn^JunrfJ prim Itinnhoo nnrvrfj f ^r 

♦h*' m .nUt .f fj"t .h(»r l ^//. wan ^''-'^'i^^. In a^ifiitinn, thr-ro wphp . ^,^V,H * 
brcakfa.it nfaln dptv^'J ca^h lay 'iurinf^; tho namr mnnth. 



Thin yar, t.hp avorajv -iint .>f pr jrlunin^^ a Imx^.h is) approjcimatoly 7'-^. Thf 
I* f pr "Jufintt th(» brrakfant moal *l,n from t,.. //j^. Thrr.n fifnirno rjrj 
ri v^^f^(>(r^^ thf >n^^ibut i'on ma'lp t j thn moal c^ot by UGDA <]'»rva».ofl O'jminnriity 
f > 'In,^ whioh will oxoonrj l.'# por mrol, thin ynar, dun to thn iinuminl 
rnofupto ,f hifh priof'.l bnnf an'l ptiUltry prOflurto. Thnoo fi^nirnn rnprnonnt 
an io'?roao'> ir. ^h^ t^oot uf thn lunrh by abriu^ I'l^ onti thn brookfaflt. by about. 
''<i por m<*al r» <mparr>tl t-, lant yoar'a uporat^i in. ♦ 



Pri'>f'0 finyin^T Mt.ivJf'ntfi havf inr«rpan(>'J an avora^o -if at, U^|(nt, pj.r nnal 
f T lijm-h anJ bmnkfant mcaln. Thin rnflontn oituntlonn in whioh many nf^ho an 
hnv»' in'Tf-ancJ prison by an mijfih no 1"^ ami l'i^ whiln nnm" havr nnf, finnidnrrrl 
i^ a wini> 'lof'ini >n t - rainf^ pricv^n f-^r fnnr rf luoin^, partioipat i »n . Thn 
intr .Jiz<*M 'n if t.hn roilu'''>'J pri^n nt.ruotum f-^r t,hn firnt t.irop thin ynar, ban 
allovia^'-l n fD" t tho x\t vd f >r prirt'* incT"aor«n. With nn mf>rn aijuntmnntn 
in pri'Tn than hav»» bi'on nf"^»'nnnry far, thnm hnn bpnn fnininnl 1 nn in 
jartji^ipati n t . thin latn, H jwovpr, adminintrat 'Jro aro rnpnrtinf^ novrro 
finnnoial ntronn'^n in t.hoir .pnratinnn ami rnlatn that thnro onomo t/) bo n- 
altfrnativn t . furthnr infroaoi-n in nturinnt pharp:nn« What, off net, thin will 
hnvo n finrti.-jpati <n, will nnly hp rKVoalnfJ in tho futurn. 



•an KQUAL CPfOriTUMlTY CMPLOVKn*^ 
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Tho "rO'Ju J prico mnnl cnn(?f»pt in thia otat.n iq now antJ ipornti mnl f'T thv 
firat/t inip thio yoar.^ O"nof>qut?ntly many Dfhool aMminiotratoro havf n..t. y«»t 
roalic' j thn aaj^i renin aivanta^'p t, ) bo hfirj wit.h thio pnpXfX^* O^ily oinf^f" 
rjij r inijunt.rif'O ani it.hor lab'^r n-jur^'pn havf t^orminatod or iinniptoi f-mpl ly- 
rriont., havo or?h.^'>ln bnp^iii ^n roallso t.ht" n»Mvi f.jr thio oorvioo.^ , 'f t/>- 

fnoaln bniru! rnpirt»Mi rarh Jay. Th«'r«> worr nono laot yar. » 

In lii^ht of inr<irmat.i>m rpfnrrn-i in (/») ab'vn, thorn aro a fow l«'nn than 
ooho^lo ifforinf! ro'iucol prico m»'alo at tho pr^oont timn. Thoro ar»' quitp^a 
fow ^thoro who hnvp in'iicat»Mi thPlr int»'nt,i mo to pnrt.ioipato in tho futuro. 
If 

Thnro aro eiany fQct.^rn whl»nrHlTP<rt tho pnrtiripntinn r,f paying ntud^nto, 
oopnrially thcDf of oocuniary ape I9V0I. Any lofriolativn ohanfoo tn otop tho 
1 no V paying oturjonto woul i noroooarily havn > with ro^THlatint: '>r con- 

trollinf: thf) prion charf^O'i to thn otusJont , Thnro may b«» oomo morit in 
aJjuotim: tho natirjnal QVorQ^!*' roimburoomont raton tn roflont an incroQOO in 
Go^ti jn /, alienation with a C(>rrnnpon!iinK dooroaoo in Sootiun 11 allooation 
.vn a pnr moal f^nnula baoio. Wit^ tho inclunion '-.f prantical nocalatinn 
pr'jvioi jno, thio w 'ul J onablp nch^-olo to morr or looo otablisi' tho prioon 
:?hn.r*7n-J t-M otu'Jf.'nta. 

Thf brffikfaot pr >tvrnm hao n(^t/ P^panfJo'i at tho onmo rat.r ao thn lunch prof^rain 
f )r oovi'ral roao ^no: 

a. It in rnlativoly now. W>ion firot. intrnducnii t)iP fim.Jinr nll'^wo'l wan not 
Q.ioi]aitf> t, ' pr}m')ti> thn pro^^ram. Rcotrictiono imp-ior'J thon worn n^t 
i?nntiur!ivp t" i + n pi^nmotinn . Snnn of t hio otif^ Dtill provailo. ^ 

b, A'JminiotfatTvp pro^lomo part i(-ularly in tho mattpr of onhofiulinfv | I 

ff. Ijoh 'ol atiminiotratnrn ar»> not. ao onthuniaotio ao with tho lunch program. ^ 
T ■> mnny ' f thnm otill fnol an if brnakfant in a family rooponnibility. 

Prooont loRinlati ,n portainin^: to the broakfaot prof^am ooomo to bo atJ^quato 
nxi'l praf-tinal f^r tho promotion of a i^ooti profrrfim. Oivnn orinuph timf', t.ho 
'tontim^ni^'H P'>n(?nmin^: thr bnnnfit-o of thio profrram whinh am boinf! uoofl for 
pr-jraoti^nal purpoooO) will ohow a raarkori innroaoo in number ff Of^hoolo 
p^ratin^* a broakfaot prof^am. 

Thf> mattor of 'Jonroaoinf; plntn waoto axi'i innroanin^^ participntinn, will not 
bn affoctori aO mnnh by myrUf Icationo in tho moal pattern ao it will bo with 
oraphQOio on tho toaohinf^ of nutritiijil orJunatinn to otutlnnto. It hao boon 
ionionotratPfi an^J provon In thio that tho anowor t.o moot of tho fliotary, 

nutritional oP-l P"t^r oatinR habito of ochool ohilfiron can bo onhancod matorially 
with thn tf»fic,^inR q£ nutrition ofincation tf; olomontary pipiln by nlnmontary 
toQchoro W'irkift^* '^nloQc noripnration with nch^ol ffju^J dorv inn pnroonnol and 
achool arjratnJof.ratorD. J^unriinf^ for Nutrition &lucation Gorviooo io prr^^atly ^ 



In tho ovont tho coininotiity pro^^aiii , woro torminatofj , tho ochoolo in thio otato 
woulfl noo.i, at a minimuin, 10^ to HV Qd<iitinnal fundo per moal to c,f font the 
l.DO from thio m,urc.o. Tho ochool Qflrainiotratoro in thio otato iinfinitoly war 
tho commofiity prolan to continue. 
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It in :nj,*nnihl'i 

wJ>/:f>o'ilMr.n f .,i itpr,r, -h an fr Z'-n r.r"it,n, '^nuuri frui^n an J vn^v^QM,_, 
•fii'Qjl;/ ♦^.i' U;iPA in aMo » b^jy f.hrn, anaa^:inf p|ual juali^y. A tyyifnl , 
oxir-yl" in *hr fr .r<'T. frarikfir* <'rn whi'-l. in | la i in Mio p -h 1 f r f.t/Vi-r'i^.niy 
''••^ p.r t -iTii. If »^r. nar.o ^uali^y pr • ul J b*- I'lr-^han.-i I -ally, i» w iM 

• n» nio n-h 1 $].^' Tfr f -uil. 

11. ol:.'o f all o'h' 1 'hillron in ArkniiOQa havn a-conn ♦ • tho n «h 1 

Z'Jiii'h pr .>trn:r., t hp nonl f r o ^uippin^* ft - jt ^Trarn o>-'h In io inni/TTiif i t^nnt . 
Thnro nrn n nf J aooiotaL -o apy lic'aM »nn n hin i ar.i boinf^ pr ^'noaf>i f r 
aj.fT vnl in oxiDtir.^: i.r'f^rarnn f >r a -^al nor 1 ■ f ap xiri* oly ■ > . Thin 
otat.n hao bf^on all f'n^oi ,>^'' * f -r uoo iuriri^! thin curront fint-nl yrar. 
Thio io |. S'*^*? IcDD thoii wqo alljc^toJ loot f local yrar. 

ir. If t,ho och :1 lunoh prugrar. wore bo nialo univoroal at. per limch f r all 
otu:io;ita, thoro u nl\ probably bo a VS tn ."tX incrcaonan itnrt.irijint'i n. I 
w Mill fav r D^mh a pr ('p'an if it wore inplonrritc^i by docrnoo and 'ivrr a l-nf* 
on '■'Jtrb r'^ri ;1 t, nmblo thv o<^h - Io t. nijucit, t- rxtra nno-lr l facility pd, ptr. 
t, aorj.Vju ia^o tho ixi'^rr^anon in partj-^ipaM n. It in vory difficult, t., , oatifrntr 
*}.fy ilUti rial f'lr.lo whi 'h w ul J bo rjocini t - Kavn ouch a pr ^-Ta-n in Uiin 
n*a» . 

1'. V ha;i boon ny bonrva^ i ar* J t^xi nripf;c(», t.ha* a J, antfT>,.nt.o in r«» Jrral pr j'^rarri 
pnra^i nn i n ♦ ''liT.inati' -r r' bico t.ir-p* r m noy in tornn >f r"p rt.in^: and 
p.apprw rk. Thin in nit t oay »hat thnm nh -il 1 u t r • uM n -t bp a rpbi'-- 
t.i n .f a* loaor > '>% in pff r* an i rr; noy. ^ 

1... AtT'^ xir.at.Ply 1 .»J T tho n'h > 1 Untri'-t.o in thin o^atn 'i4»nrrp thr> Itiii -h pri ^rramp 
V r tho i-? nt !f ^t.iliMno an a Uro -t ^'hart-'o. 

U m .r«' than , f thr» nob In 'han'o th»« n;h 1 lunch- pr"i:ran f ^r t r^jnrf ■ rta- 
ti r. r U'oVA f in. Tho ^tat.p Lpf'inlatijrp appr< j.riato ] fl*^. , ' i pru'h Vrar t... 
h»»lp Ipfray t.hP ot f trannp rtaM .rj f tV^liA " -r^^ ■ li t ir-n . 

N tie f t,hp n^^h In -hnrr.*' o h 1 adniniot.rat.i vf vorhpad f n' ^ thr liin<^h 
pr ttrrifn *nn a iir«'i-* rharr'-. Cunt .iial, clnri'-al, t.rachfT prrn- rmol f r nup'^r- 
vini n liirin^' t.h" lim^h pori i arr typi-al iTiiiro'^t nt.n fnii/r T t^r.r 
n h^l* pf-rati^it* f<indn and -harfV- J t- t.^p n nt uf pr du -inr t^f. n -h- 1 r^al . 

1 . F r t^ii. c'.irr'»r.» fin^al y. ar , all nMtp roir.burnonpTit fundn ar«' all' --at^d 

f r I'lr. -bnG T,ly an •ihorp aro n ntat.r f-indo dpnii^iat^ d f r brpnhfrfnt pr f'r/^*:in.^ 
Th" ntn*-" airi f -r f7 hao in'-r< anpd in "xnonn 'f .."^ v<'r H Thp ♦ tal 

aT i;;t f .';^»a»p' Tin in '"irrfntly r'^'AvoJ f r t^in yoar in piu.M ^ 

tl* I f r d«'l lv«'rin»' tJwDA • .t": ditic-n 1« t-nl n di- . ^n. ^ 

t 

I ♦rjnt 'h'i» »^in ir,f rr/iti n will annin* y ?i in holpit^* y pr r^o art 3 fraintain 
♦h" r.^i'h ri.'»:b \ ObH 1 f^i*riU n ?r t^rnr., a jr ^•rar; nniioT'rl by r.nny t , ht no 
Y tt.r. - nt irp rt'ii * an 1 far r^^n -hin^' f all Ko ^'r^ V pr>rnr,r . Inf rrriM por- f 
♦air.'.rif' ♦ *ho IVp:" ' ?«'-it " n J >"» b'lU'f* ban -r.r ♦ -ir a^tontj r; . I Jar<' n 
lin'^onina^o ♦hi:i inf rrn*i t n^^h ■ 1 a i" inint ra* rn f r I kn w— ^ha* it w "il i 
iTrnpra*.o a barra^'p f jr>tnntn. • , ^ 
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Ploaoo bo aoaurci that, all 3?h^ 'l F^-d Gorvico'Poraonnol , wh > aro clooo to ux* 
lln*i n'D '^hi,liron'o nutriti mal nocdo ami wh:i opoak not only f'^r tho paronta 
bit the rhffl iron qo woll,' oinnoroly Qpprof!iato y: ur ij^tiring off ^rt and 
onorRino in bohalf if tho y-'iing oehonl gonnrati jn tf today and tho dayo ahead. 

Sip^^orojy, 



3 



JAJItrc 



Zj A. Nivon, Ooor 
i^chool Food Sjj^Icooi 





#iuoii uam 

tu^fUir*Ad«if oJ PubUo UuKntctUm 
. and Dtivctof cJ CducaUan 
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STATE OF CAUFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

CTATE EDUCATION ■UILDma. TJI CAPITOL MAIX, DACHAMENTO 9SIU 

(916) 445-0850 
Jmiary 28, 1975 



Thm Honor Abl« G^prga HcCovmm 

StatM 5«mit« \ 
Wa^MLngton, D.C. 

Dmt Sljrt 



7hm follQMlng is th« daU you r«quMt«d concaming th« School Lunch, School 
BrMkfast. Spacial Pood S«rvlc«ft and C o— n ditl— pi;x>graM. 



yMponi5J(a--Qj)ittlons 





1974-75 


1973-74 


Total lunchM/da (AW) 
Total braalcfaata/da (AlV) 
Avaraga coat/lunch 
Avaraga cOat/braakfaat 
Avaraga atudvit prica/lunch 
Avaraga atudvit prica/braal^aat 
NUabar of Raducad Prlca lunchaa/da 
NUMbar of Raducad Prlca braakfaata/da 


1,304,100 
181,260 
'.80 
.45 
.$0 
.25 
108,640 
12,100 


1,J^,559 
'107,336 
.65 
.35 
.40 ' 
•20 
26,550 
10,620 



Pron thia data, tha following conduaiona can ba aadat 

1. Iha bcaatcfaat prograa graw 41 parcwit babfaan FY 1974 and FY 1975 

2. Tha cost of a lunch Incraaaad 23 parc«it wbijla tha charga to tha child 
incraasad 25 parc«it 

3. lh« muib#r of raducad pricad lunchaa par, incraaaad ovar 300 parcant • 

Approxiaataly 75 aponaora initiatad tha Raclucad Pdca Haal Policy aa a raault 
of tha changaa in tha aligibility acala. Dia largaat iponaor in th« «tata, 
Loa Angalaa Unifiad School Diatrict, did not chooaa to uaa tha Raducad Prlca 
Maal Policy bacausa of tha incraaaa in accounting and raporting ra(^r«Mnta. 
Tha Diatrict parsonnal pointad out that it would rac|uira aight diff arant 
tickatai thraa fdr tha lunch prograsi, thraa for tha brankfaat progrM, and 
two for th« Milk prograM, if tha Diatrict wara to offar Raducad Prlca Haala. 
lha Odlatrict ho an A.D.A. of oyar \|600^000 studanta, housad in spproxisuitaly 
500 aitaa. ' ' 




1 



Question 6 ^ 

Ihe Ibai of the paying student in the lunch progrm is a result of a com- 
plex series of events. Hie Legislature can ivpact these events by 
Increasing the reisibursesi^t rate, ^ increasing the amount of ^fon-Pood 
Assistances^ developing a better ayitem for identifying the ammint of reim- 
bursement due a sponsor, supporting nutrition education, and intrarating 
the child nutrition programs into the instructional program* By^creasing 
the reim^3ursencnt the charge to the paying child may be reduced; incressed 
Non-Food Assistance c^ld be used to change the lunchroom, mviroranent; a 
better system of identification of childrm eligible for free, r|Jduced priced 
or paid meals would reduce stigma of ^participating in the lunch and brealcfaat 
programs; increased nutrition education %#ould bring the concept "You are 
what you eat" into focus; integration of the lunchroom into the classroom's 
activities would be of great significance in achieving the objective of 
recognizing the value of good nutrition. 

Question 7 



Only about ^x)e person in ten that participates in the lunch program partici- 
pates in the breakfaatjprogrnm» (<owever, the state esqierienced a 41 percent 
growth in this prograj^Apst year* Huch of this growth is due to .a change in 
the interpretation of^fle brealcfast regulations* Itie California Office of 
Pood and ^Aitrition Services now approves a school as an "especially needy 
school" if mdre than 75 percmt of the children participating in the break- 
fast program are eligible for free or reduced priced meals. Hiere is a state 
regulation that requires additional protein in the meals served in this 
program* 

Question 8 , *^ * 

Ibe Legislature could more clearly define its intent relative to the "Especially 

Needy" program* Ihe Legislature should recognize that statewide average rates 

of reimbursement is difficult for the state agency to administer and unaccept^ 
able as a management tool* 

Question 9 

JIhe meal pattern is nutritionally *sound. A method of increasing the variety 
of entrees and other co«f>onents needs to be developed* 

CXiestlon 10 ' 

I 

(a) In 1973m, 245,416,276 breakfasts and lunches were served In the schools* 
.The value of the cosmodities distributed to the schools for the same year was 
'J21, 184,202*^6 for a fair market value of t*086 per meal* 
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Baaad upon th« coafTuUtiorui in th« rMpcns* to QuMtlon 2, 350,000,000 lunches 
Miltipliad by S.C86 per lunch would aqual $30,100,000. Thla would represent a 
lose of incoM to the lunch end breekfast progrtM for FY 1976 if the Coemodity 
program were to be discontinued. 

<b) In California, it ia almoat iif>oaaible to generalize about the ability of 
■ponaora to utilize coanoditics as opposed to an increase in reisibursmnt 
rste.' Larger diatricts would, generally, prefer cash. The Medium to smaller 
districts would like commodities and cash. 

Question 11 ' 1^ . 

The allocation to the State of California for ecriipment for new programa ia 
$2,323,521 and for ezia ting programs is $784,987. This amcxmt of money ie to 
« assist sponsors in serving nearly one (Quarter billion meala each year. In 
terms of need, the amount of money available for replacvsent and improvement 
is totally inadequate. 'The amount of money for nmi programs ah<»ild be adet^ate. 
However, if tife Office were to redirect their efforts towards the oytreach 
program and werf luccesaful In aigning a^eeamnts with one third of the 308 
districts that are not currently participating in the child nutrition programs, 
then this amoant of money would alao be totally inade(^ate. ' 

* 

Question X2 

The ADP for FY 1>74 was 1.3 million studentj^. Drurollmeitit« in FY 1975 ahb 1976 
are eatimatmd to*be 4.5 milUon students. If a univeraal reduced priced lunch 
(program were introduced, it Xa estimated that participation in the lUnch program 
should grow approximately 5(5 percent 'to aerve 2.0 million atudents or 44 percent 
df the,populstion of the schools! In FY 1974 the schools served i 
' \ * 

49% 109,138,290 Paid lunches 

2% 5,^49,663 Reduced Price lunches 

49% 109.174.795 Free lunches 

100% 223,662,858 Tbtal lunches 

aased upon this dsta, a projected 2.0 mUlion students would cofi^gm 35*0 milUon 
lunches annually* Uping the establiahed percentages, ^ * . 

49% 171,000,000 Pai^d lunches , >w 

. 2i 7,000,000 Reduced Price lunches 

49% 171.S00«000 Free lunches ^ 

Twi -350,000,000 ItotaX lunches 

the Office of Food and Nutrition Services is in favor of the universal reAiced 
price lunch end brea)cf sst program, however, the niamd for meala served withcut « 
cost to the nAedy child ylll remain. Frbm an educational standpoint, the 
universal breakfajit ph^grM would be of greater benefit to the atudents. 
Nutrition prior to, or at the beginning of, the school day makes the student 
more receptive to the edu^tional program offered in the classroom. 



ERIC 



BM«d \»pon m cost df 60 e«its p«r Iwich, it is MtlMUd that 

350,000,000 lunchM x*S.eO « $280,000,000 ' / . 

IMS 10€ p«r IMucsd Pries / 

md psld lunch • 17„800,#00 

nsss .sstlMtsd rslBburss- 

■snt ■ $117,950.000 

EstiMtsd iiicrMfs $144,250,000 

m ^ ^ 

• Co^putsdiey dividing ths rc 1974 Section 4 snd ^tion 11 rsinburssMnt by 

ths nmtiT of msIs for ths yssr ($75,121,709 dividsd by 223,662,858 - 33.7 c«its) 

snd miltiplying thst svsrsgs rsiidMrsMMnt psr »ssl by ths snticipstsd mwbsr 

of assls ssrvsd <$.337xX 350,000,000) 

Qusstion 13 M ^ ^ 

Ihs lunch snd^rssltfsst rsiiriMirsssMnt progrsns srs procssssd by conputsr. Ths \ 
ssving in audit£ng snd accounting nsn hours, therefore, would be niniittl. Xt 
i^estinstad Ipiat processing the free and reduced price naal policies takes 
^e fourth of a nsn year. 

» \ . * - - 

^lestion 14 ' , ^ > 

'W}st of the 887 districts roalce a charge against the lunch prograa for utilities. 
Al^t half nake a charge agii^jut the program for transportation of the U. S. 
Dgptirtacnt of ^ Agriculture C:osBK>dities and the oaployncnt of personnel for a\Q)er* 
vision during the. lunch period. No district aakes s charge against the progrsn 
for cost of the superintendent* However, nore districts snke "m chsrge sgainst 
the program for food service supervisory personnel and for the business offlcs ' 
function. 

Ouestion 15 ^ ' ^ 

In jy 1975, the State of California will reladtiurse school district sponsors five 
cents for each lunch and breakfast, this is the first year for this progrssi 
snd it will result in an expenditure of spproxLnately $^2,500,000. 

Thank you for your continufd siapport of Child Mii^tion ProgrMS. 



Sincerely, 




. Weber, Director 
-ice of Food' snd Nutrition Services 



JRW:JEIif:ss 

cc: Mr. O. D. Russell 
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATlQ-N 
Box 2219 — Hartford. Connecticut 061 1 5 



3195 



PebruaxT 3,. 1975 

■• ■ * ' ' ■ ■ 

- • 

Th« Honorablt Gaorge HcQovem, Chaiman 
U. S. S«iaU Salact Coandttaa on Nutrition and Huaan Maeda . 
Sanata Of flea BuUding • 

Vaahington, D. q. 20515 * ^ 

Daar Sanator NcGovam, * 

Thia ia in raapona^ to jour talagran of January 23, 1975. 
Quaation Mo. ' ' 

1. HoYaabar, 1974 . 

lunchaa ADP ' Braakfaat A0P 

Paid - 150,199 , 2A6 

Fraa - 66,119 ' 1,5A6 

^ Raducad - 6>091 - 13 

Total ^ 222,409 * 1,805 

2. AV^raga coat of producing a aaal aatabliahad on a 
SaptMbar through DacMbar, 1974 analjaiat 

* 

AYaraga coat to produced Typa A Lunch - $.7285 
* AYaraga coat to producad Braakfaat - .26 

AYaraga coat in Juna for tha 7174 1 

Type A Lunch - $.6491^4 
Braakfaat - .18 • ^ 

l^a rapraaanta a 12.29( incraaaa in Typa A lunch coata. 

3» Incraaae^ Student price - Lunch onlyi 

There are 175 national School Lunch Contracta. Of theaa, 
22 Uicreaaad 50* end 10 incra'aaad 160. 

4* Reduced Price Lunchea 1 

Kay - 1974 ADP ' - Ioy^ 1974 AiJP . 

Paid - 154,463 X 150,199 

Free ^ 59,101 ^ . 66,119 
; •Raducad - ^.571 6.091 

216,135 222,409 
Raducad Price Braakfaat are axtraaialy aaall. o 
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5* There his bean ■ drtfflatlc increase in reduced lunches 
and 66 of the echool systeas enrolled in National 
School Lunch Programs participate in the reduced 
price lunch. , 

6. To keep the paying child, the price aust be kept low. 
UiiTersal reduced price lunch would probably accoaplish 
this. 

?• The Breakfsst Prograis has lagged becsuse of sdodnistration's 
attitudes, bullsing schedules, and costs involved. 

8. If supervision costs were included in the breakfast ^ 
^einburseaent, the progra* probably would have more v ^ 

appeal to a^ndnist raters. 

9. Hodificstion in the aeal pattern ia difficult and still 
neets the^nutritional needs of the chUd. KutriUon 
wiucstion ia so badly needed, especially in relation 

to the fruit and vegetable coaponents. 

10. a). Approximately 10* currently received with escalation 
clause written in to pzptect for possible incresse in 
cost of food. Would like to see the cowoodity program 
continue to allow for agriciiltural surplus or support 
programs. Grains, if added, allow for contracts for 
breads, pasta, etc. , which are large use items. 

b). Tes, it is possible for large school systems to 
purchase as outlined in the stated question, however, 
there are mey be smaller school sys^s ehere i4^ would 
not be possible. ^ 

11. Non-food Assistance 

Program - unreaenred 12Z,k30 
No Program - reserved 398,832 

Since Connecticut still hss 211 public schools and 
322 private schools not enrolled in the program, non 
rood assistance funds are needed. 

12. Present nusber of lunches served daily - 222,409 
Number of public school children - 640, A63 
Universal reduced price lunch would at aminimum, 
double the present participation. 

Cost of a Type A lunch - $.73 
Child payment .lo 

Fed. reimbursement .63 X 500,000- $315,000 daily 

or $56,700,000 annualOy. 

13* The State Office would not save ss much time ss V 

would the local sponsor, especially if Free and ' * 

Xeduced PoUciea were dropped. 
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JK Moa% -» not p«nri.tt«d 
15. SUU Itatehlni; MLBburtWMiitt 

1^ A lunchi $.000 

Mlttctdi ,003 .006. 

fr—t .037 ♦ .OOe 

Br«akfMtt .01 " 

ToUl* PHA* S503iA01. 



m5 

.01 

.01 .01 
.03C5 ♦ .01 



m5- 6SO,000 



I hop« tikis infoV^tlon vUl b« of h«lp to jom. 



AVAts 



T«rar, trul^ Tours, 

Ann k» Tblriinf D..* Consultant 
Child latrltlon Prograiis*' 
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DEPARTMENT OP PUBLIC INSTRUCTION 

THE TOWNSENO lUllOiNO 
OOVEK. DEIAWAIE IttOI 

«|lfNI'H C MAOOlm 



January • 

3l8t 

.1975 • 

*. 

Honorable George McGovern 

Chairman, Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

Dear Senator McGovern: 

This li In reply to your January 22, 1975 telegram requesting Information about Dela- 
ware's school food service programs, particularly In reference to Increasing food and 
labor costs associated with the operation of these programs • Due to the number and 
length of the questions, I will not restate each one, but, rather will list each 
question numbei: With a parenthetical reference to the general subject area for the 

benefit of those receiving court«sy copies of this letter. ^ 

• ■ % ' ' 

'Question 1, (Participation data) 

Our FNS-IO report for December, 1974 Indicates an average dally attendance of 
119^007 and an average dally participation of 72,523 (61%) in the National School 
Lunch Program. For the same month, school breakfast program ADA was 29,070; 
ADP wds 4,534 (16%). 51 < 197 paid lunches were served each day; 20,034 free 
lunches were served each day*» Of the 4,534 total breakfasts, 3,518, or 78%, were 
ierved free; 964 per day, or 21%, were fully paid breakfasts. ^ 

Question 2. (Ptocluctlon costs of lunches and breakfasts) ^ 

I estimate that thd average total costiof producing a^'ype A lunoh In Delaware's 
schools this school year Is between 78 afid 804^. Last school year's average was 
about 75<r. The estimated 'total average cost of producing a qualifying breakfast Is 
about 35^ this year compared to 31. 2<: last school year. / 
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Quootlon 3. (Moal prl<x30 In rolotlon to participation) 

Bocaui^c of conoldorable State flntinclal ooolotonco to tho ochool food oorvico pro- 
gramo (covered in detail In my reply to Queotlon 15), ochool lunch prlceo in Dela- 
ware remain relatively low. In addition, I do not believe that lunch price IncreaS^o • 
In Delaware were ao frequent or ao great compared to the National pattern. I ant 
enclooing a copy of a Stato-wldo ocHool meal price ourvoy done early thlo ochool 
year. Eleven ochool dlGtrlcto did not raloo their prlceo; ten ochool dlotrlcto raloed*' 
tho prlceo by generally 5<; and, only five raloed the prlceo by IOC or more. In ^. 
checking the four largeot ochool dlotrlcto that reported IOC lunch price Increaoeo, 
I wao unablo to correlate a looo of participation. Two of the four dlotrlcto reported 
participation about equal to laot och9ol year;. the other two reported participation 
efciual to, or even oUghtly larger, than laot ochqcl year. Thlo pattern doeo not fol- 
low the traditional oboervatlon that partl(tlpatlon\jooo down ao prlceo go up. Of 
couroe, it lo pooolble that participation in theoe (llotrlcto woald have incroaoed or 
Increaoed at a higher rate, ao the caoe may be, had prlceo remained otable. It lo 
very likely that, after oboervlng the coot of rrfealo away from home at commercial 
ootabllohmonto , the Type A lunch hao become a more attractive bargain than ever 
before, -oven at higher prlceo, when compared to lunch prlceo outolde the ochool. 

Queotlono 4 and 5. (Reduced price meal Information) 

In December, 1974, 1 ,293 luncheo and 53 breakfaoto were oerved at a reduced price 
each ochool day. Thlo compareo to 545 luncheo and 20 bi-eakfaoto In December, 1973. 
19 pf the 26 public ochool dlotrlcto now have the reduced price option compared to 13 
loot ochool year. Thlo oxpano^lon of the rediAd ^rlce optlqn hao no doubt cauoed 
the over twofold Increaoe In the number cJf reduced price luncheo served each day. 
While commendable, theoe data are hardly endouraglng olnce we are working from 
ouch a low bSoe. Laot Ochool year, loOB than 3% of the total number of free and re- 
duced prlcte luncheo were oerved at. a reduced prtce. One of our FY 1976 State Plan 
goalo lo to have every participating' ochool dlotrlct offering the reduced price lunch 
option by the end of the ochool year. We plan to otreoo the permanency of the 17^% 
Income ocalo, the income range It covero , the aooldtance to the marginal or "near 
poor" that availability of reduced price meolo o/fcro and the (jthlcal reoporjolblllty 
that a ochool food authority hao to offer ouch mealo in an Inflationary period with all 
ito attendant dlfflcultleo . We are aloo otreo'olng the boneflto to the ochool dlotrlct 
that could roDult from higher, more predictable participation and the loyver per moal 
coot t^at ohould reoult from thlo action. . 
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gufOtU»n 6. (^iu<j»T»»3t»Mi IfMjiDl.-itiv*' 'h.HmL'n to r«»mtuiy l(^r] of^iaylnq ntu<!fnlo 
In th«' lun -h pronr.im) ' OnJ • ^ 

I lM»ll»«vp pann lnt(» lav; n( your lUll SlHti-l- "N.itUirnI NutrlSu^ I flu^ .itlon Art 
l^J7.1'*, ur a nimil ir blll rf^pr^ni'tUn tht* boot Itujq-r inui* .ippmach to thlo pnjlUrm. 
I bi lU'VM that nnly wh»?n c>iir N itlon'ri n<'hr)(il children ottviin ncnirul, fi«'nrjlblo, - 
riiitritinn <»(hjf Mtiun part of th»»lr •nrriftilum, .ind whrn par*»ntr) n» N'Ivu oVninfi 
ifni :u»noil'W» irif(jrm.!tl(m *iiimi.t nutrltl<»n, will p»irt'ntn PM^ulrj* uui/or cindruto 
VTilunttirlly ptirtii-lp.it<» in thr luWy palti \unch pnvir«im. t'nfortunatrly , pvnn if 
ou 'h ti bill tipMiTH' law ttmiwovv, it 'tmld probably do UttU* to fhamp* thr fating 
htiblto til nchtud -hildron proorntly in thr hlqh<»r tjratJco hut, *it b'lnl, It would 
bt> a otcp In tht' ri»)ht dlrytlon in otlnmlatlnfj a futuri» awar»*n<'00 amonq our NattOn'o 
Oi'hooU'iiildron of thi* bimfflto ul <j<Jod nutrltUm. M<Mnvvhll(», wo -an only oncoufaq*' 

0 'hnnlf) to uao <»xiatln»j toolo ,ia ima<ilnatlvf»ly an ponfilbh* to mako tho rhlld mittl- 
ti«»fi prctjrfin^o mor»' attractive to paylnrj student a. (Mor«^ on thla in rooponno to 

Qtum 9.) ' • ■ 

V'i' otlfm.'i / ar^i Hi -hru ] brr ikfant prt^iranj - probh»mr! .ind nu<3«p'rit»»d rt»fTn»dloo) 

1 N«llf*vn that, tt) varyinfj 'li»'ir'-<»fi , all the i,xin*}f*oXt*(i prr»blomo llr;ti«d in your 
'luootton play .i part n\ th*? rath«»r ^llnapptdntimj proiironn mad*' by th** fi<'hc«il 44r<Mk'* 
?ant f'rttijram . Tt> uo, hfjv/»'vrr, admlnlntratlvf probb mr. and .ittltudon and ron^^hfd- 
jlinfi ol O' hi'ol fnnd r»prvl pcrnonnol arr tho moot Importtint'problomn . IrT iM'lavMfc, 
ao m many ;;tat»-o, it In nof^.Toary to pr'>vo the nnod for thla protiram an athor baoo^ 
thon mop? »v*onomlc nffi'd alow . Thuo, wo mako ovnry '•(fort to point "ut thn dietary 
d«'( Iflonciop and ponr iMtlnq habltn rf^aardln'j iToakfantn (d lar*i<' nogmonto of tho 
public: w/hl< h trcinuf;<>nd both cultural an'i ocrmpmlc fonoldoratlona . Moot achool 
auUuirltloo aro rt»tlcfnt alrnit ntartinrj a oi-w prtinram vyhlch requirno adjuotmnnt ol 

•laooroom, bu^i, and •afntorla pcrnonmd nrhrdiilho for a pr(»r)ram «/lth an apparently 
nrnfill banp. many r,^D^^D , It lo only wh<*n nchool offlfMalo ar" /:onvlnr'»d (jf tho 
vAdo-oprnad neod for thn brnakfaot prooram baoed on nutritlonii npo(j of the 
majority ni r^tiidontrj that thoy liecvmn £|tiff lfU»ntly interontod in lmplom<»ntlnq a pro- 
gram. 

Ao to Queotlon H, I -an think of m> oubatantlal If^Qlolatlvo f^hanoeo noodod to Im- 
prove the School Brtmkfant Program. I b'dleve it lo moro a mattor of maklnq parento 
'>nd f.'hlldren alike awart^ of thr* nutrltitmal tmp(jrtan(;(' of a balanced broakfaot every 
(lay. To help acrhU've thlo ob)e(^'tfve and to furthor the qoal of Increnood broakfaot 
program participation, it orcuro to m(^ that, porhapo, we could mako bettor uoe of 
the link betv/oen oc^iool food oervitre and the ochoolo' health and hyglono oomponont. 
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Porhapo , it would onhonco tho program o otaturo and Importance, for oxamplo, If 
the ochool broakfaoto woro "proocrlbod" by modical authorltloo olmllar.to what lo 
done in tho Special Supplomontal Food Program for Women, tnfanto and^Chlldron 
("WK;"). It might bo pooolblo, for oxamplo, for a phyGlclon, whllo giving a child 
a phyoical cxomlnatlon prior to onlor'lng ochpol, to rocommond (or "proocrlbo") 
that. In ordor to onhanco tho nutritional woli-bolng of tho oubjoct that ho bo on- 
tltlod (and oncourogod) to partlclpato in tho School Broakfaot Program on a 
"proocrlptlon" baolo. Aloo, tho ochool nurooo might bo Involved on tho oamo 
baolo, particularly, to noto changod In body wolght, holght, gonoral phyoical woU- 
boing, otc. Such a program would not only utilize the mutual capacltleo of both 
groupo but, more importantly, v(?ould otreoo to all the Importance of the ochool 
broakfaot program ao a valuable adjunct to good health. 

Quootlon 9. (Suggeoted modlflcatlono In meal patterns) 

I am convinced that thorq lo little. If any, relationship between the lunch and break-"' 
faot meal pattern and the problemo of participation and plate waote. 1 believe 
there lo oufflclent flexibility within both these meal patterns to attract chlldfen to 
the programo and have them consume what Is oerved provided that: (a) there are 
a reaoonable number of choices within each food group, and (b) the ochool makes 
a roaoonable attempt to havo the menuaj-eflect food Itemo preferred by Its students. 
Almoot every o Ingle food Itom that can be purchased at the Increaolngly popular 
commercial faot-food franchloeo can bo adapted to the Typo A lunch program. 
Hamburgoro, hotdogo, plzzao, fried chicken, Mexican food, etc., can all, with a 
little oupplementatlon, bq the core of tho Type A lunch. 4'huo, If ochoolo will uoe 
tho flexibility contained In theoe meal patterns to adapt to otudent proferenceo, 
thoro ohould be no problem. However, the only way to make certain that ochools 
ore reflecting otudent preferencoo lo to Inyolve the otudento In ouch activities ao 
food preference ourveyo , youth advisory commlttooo, menu planning functlono , etc., 
to the' maximum extent feaolble In each ochool. 

Slnco milk lo the only Inflexible Item In both pattemo , oome thought might b^ 
glvon to alternative beverage Itemo. But, olnce milk lo ouch a woU-balanced food 
in Itself, ouch approval of alternative beverageo ijhould be considered only after 
oBtabllohlng that the preoont milk requirement definitely contributes to problemo of 
participation and plate waote . ^ 

Quootlon 10. (Commodity dlairlbutlon program)^ 

I hovo already oent you a copy of my January 20, 1975 letter to Senator Dlden In 
reoponoe to hlo Inquiry about State-wide preferencoo regarding cash vs. commodi- 
ties. Briefly, 21 of tho 24 reopondento (public ochool districts) favored continuation 



of noniu form of the commodity distribution program. Since it lo the Individual 
ochool dlDtrlcto who are moot affected by the exiotonco or non-oxistcncc of th^ 
commodity profjram , their conconouo lo much more valuablo than my Individual 
vlewo . While our commodity ourvoy did not opocifically dddrcos itoeUf to desired 
caoh levelo needed to supplant commodltloo, my Impresolon is that moot school 
dlotrlcto .^ould resign themoolveo to the prooont 10<J por^moal and the eocalator 
provtolono sot forth In P.L. 93-326 if neceooary. 

»\o fo Part B of your queotlon, the State Diotributlng Agency made a otudy for a six 
month period during FY 1974 for the purpooe of estimating the difference between 
the coot to the Federal Government for commodities diotributed during that period 
and the local purchaoe price for the oamo typo of foodo . The otudy indicated a not 
oavingo of nearly $200,000 for the period which, 1ft turn, rofloctod a savtngo of 
about 22% under commercial priceo for the oame foodo . Thooo data tend to oupport 
the pooltion that Individual ochool diotricto, purchaoing locally in relatively omall^ 
^imounto , are not able to buy the variety and quantity of foodo for the oamo amount 
of money, I believe this type of State-wido information lo of more value than giving 
M\ example of thf coot differential for one food Item ao your telegram ouggeoto . 
Kvnn In a otate -lo omall ao Delaware, there are wide variationo In wholesale priceo 
d*'pendln(7 upon such factors ao proximity to a metropolitan area, the olzeof the 
ochool dlotrlct, the location of the ochool diotrict in relation to main tranoportation 
ruutoo, etc. Thlo differential lo moot dramatically demonotrated in the purchaoing 
power, for example, of a ouburban ochool diotrict of 1 5 to 20 thouoand otudento vs.* 
a rural ochool dlotrlcrt with a thouoand otudento or, evo nmore, a child care center 
of 20 or 30 children in which much of the food might be purchaoed from a retail food 
Gtore. J— 

Question 11 i^4ficiuipment ftoedo) 

In the FY 1974 equipment ourvoy mandated by p,L. 92-433, we reported a State-wide 
need for about $80,000 for equipment. Our FY 1974 Unreoorvod ("U") equipment 
allocation of about §35^000 took care of about $50,000 of that stated need. How- 
ever, I would estimate, that ao some ochoolo got older, and ao equipment priceo 
rloe, we could otlll ijrDo about $50,00()^for maintenance and oxpanolon of oxlotlng 
food service programs and about $15,000 In Reoerved ("R").for the Initiation of 
lunch and/or hreakfaot programo In "no program" ochoolo. Thuo , our FY 1975 
tJnreoerved equlpmcint allocation of $43,337 would probably bo oufflclont for our 
(equipment needs for exlotlng programo. , 
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sin lU publif oohoolo In Dt'Uiwaro partlclpato In tho lun^:h and/or broakfaot pro- 
tjramo, th»» "R" rqulpmont fundo t*an, in offcnrt, bo uO(»d only In the ncmproflt private 
0 'hoolo without food at»rvlt;t' farllltlcD and not partlclpatlho in the* Child Nutrition 
programo. AUhtuifih wo havo bpon In oontart from time; to time with th(? private; 
rjchuol Ofctor, thc?y hav<» ohowfi llttU* intoroot In ootabllohlno Child Nutrition Pro- 
qrimo in tht? thlrty-ocvo/i private oohoolo r<»portod without a food oorvlco. Ad a 
rooult, wo rotumod ovor $S2,000 In "R" equipment fundo laot f local year bocauoo 
of thi' lark of interc'Oted iMUjlble roclplento. Ao a rooult, our "R" equipment ap- 
portionment thlo year wao redu(*od to $22,085; we may be unable' to utilize even 
that reduced oum tf tho oamo lack of Intoreot prevallo. At leaot. In Delaware, it 
v/ould bc» helpful If w(! had Gome flexibility In tho admlnlotratlon of theae two 
separate fundo, (Certainly, (wery effort ohould be made to encoura<j(! no-program, 
no-faclllty ochoolo to avail themootveo of Nonfood Aoolotance Program fundo. 
How<wer, It appearo to me, that late In the f local year and with complete documenta- 
tion (Inoludlnfj waiver by thooe ochoolo) that the fundo will not be uoed, oome 
leqtolatlve provlolon might bo made to allow the "R" fund^i to be uaod within the 
Stat(» to further maintain and expand exlotlng programo In both public and private? 
ochoolo. 

Qu(»Gtlon 12. (IJnlvorOi^l reduced price lunch program) 

Thlo lo thc» queotlon whore ont* goto Into "educated eotlmateo". Flrot, I c^otlmnte 
that about 9fl? of the average (ially att(»ndance, or about 108,000 ochool children 
would partUUpate In thlo type of program each ochool day. This repreoento about 
a 35 Increane Ini preoent average? dally participation. Secondly, I am uolng a per 
lunt!h coot of UOC from which I have aubtra<:tefi 20C In State and local Inputo and 
the I0"r T'hlldren'o payment, Thio leaveo a r(»malnder of 50<t that would have to bo 
aboorbed by r«?dera] relmburoement paymento If the local contribution were 

fattored otit) , Depending upon whether a 50 or 55*f rate were applied, I would 
eotlmate ,j coot of between S9,7 and $10.7 million pl?r year. At an average of 
$10.2 million, thlo program would coot about $0.6 million more than the preoent 
iJrogram which I project at $3,6 million for FY 1D75. ^ 

Phllooophlcally, I favor ouch a program. I believe that oomo form of payment by 
ev<^ry ^*tilld, if pooalble, f*nhanceo their feeling of oelf-roopect ao well ao contrl- 
buteo to the e^Tteom for the lunch In that even a token payment for the meal holpo 
Impreoo upop the rhlld that th(» meal in valuable. My roaervatlono about the ouccooo 
of ouch a program would bo, that olnce the vaot majfjrfty of children, both here and 
natlonwld(», preocmtly partUMpatlng in the free and r(?duced prlc<» lunch aopecto of 
tho progrom, are ret^eivlng the mealn totally free, there could be atubborn oppool- 
tlon to auf'h a program, particularly hy the parento ojf, the over 0.5 million children 
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natlx'mwHf pr«'G»'ntly r(H-(4vinq totally (r<»{» lunrhco. of courcp, you nrr much 
.t<m«T.!luaU(l»«d th.in I to A^Di^un thn Am<;riran ('htirifnt>r: I junt donTbol lfV(^ thot 
or/- -.ui riMlluti illy i»xpp'-t that thio narcntG of th.it mdny children w^uld hv 
villlnq tt. pay ♦.v»'n I0 5 tor lionicthin'j th»it they hi'r'('t(if()r(» rpcrivini frtM' f(»r their 
yhlUiren. f:v»'n'thf)uqh the reduce. d prU-n wdo minimal, I am oure the point would be 
/n«ide that pfjor people^wen- now forced to pay th«- ijame f(ir their children lunch 
iii rl^'h people. An <ilt(?rnat Ivv to your propoonl mlQht be a program In which pro*- 
o«-nt ellqiMllty fJtnmiardG for'^free lunrheo wouUJ l«« malntalnc^l with all oth(?r 
'hlldren <»\H)[bU> for a IOC unlveroal reduced prlee luneh., 

Queotiun I J. (Admlnlotratlve oavlntjo reouUlno frc^m a unlveroal profjram) 

I 

'O 

, It ia dlfficiilt U) #»otlmate th«- admlnlotratlve i;oat of the certlf U:atlon and rr'(;ordk<?ep- 
liM re(i.iirem(*ntc of the present free and redueed price lunch protjMm. .D<;pOndlng 
upon the method appll(»d, I eotlmate a ranqe of coot between $325,000 and $700,000 
with perhaps a figure of $b5,0;000 beimj fairly accurate. The latter flqurr waa a 
alvopU' multiplication of the total number of luncheo to be oerv^d durlnq the? achool 
y»'Mr tlm»»n "^yt . Thlo method lo baoed on th(? premioe that one could Juatlfy a per 
hmfh coGt on M\ lunr-heo oerved oince th<»re lo a program cwt of determining non- 
"llglblllty for fr»»e and rrfiu 'cd pri lunchf^o aa well ao ellglblltly, thefe 10 a 
coot t(» the total program f(jr fully paid tokenO, tlcketo, charge cllpn, »jtc. , and 
that then' in a bookkeeping cuot applicable to all categorleo <if luncheo since 
fat:t(jring out fre*- ^ind reduced price lunches ^or relmburcement requires that paid 
lunfThes aloo^bc? factored out for o<?pcirate reimbursement. 

Quectlon 14. (AllocatUm i)( Indirect pr<xjram contn) 

Thf? per hinch *iiid breakfaat noot reported In reply to Question 2 all Included th(? 
typi- (if indlrefTt cooio llotfjd In your telegram. Hf^vt^vor, only about two O'^hool 
dlatrkto are uo'lnq the Full foot c(jncept or (Joot IJaoed acctmntlng recommended 
by ITS DA tn their financial management handbook o In which dire ft and Indirect coo to 
are charged to the prcjqram accorcHnq to a formal {:oot allocation plan. The State- 
wide ('fftimateo of meal cooto given In reply toQuentlon 2 were g(?nerally derlv(?d by 
applying a otandard Indirect rate of 10'/, ac nugqeot^d by Federal Management 
circular 74-4, and documented ao more 6r leoo In thoof? ochool cyotomo with the 
capacity to report thooe cooto by a formal coot allocation plan. 

Queotlon 15. (I,(»v(>la of State oupport for the r:hlltl Nutrition Proqramo) 

DlretTt ytate expenditufeo for the ochool lunch apd breakfaot programo In FY 1973 
wore $l,413,H0ft; for FY 1974 expend Ituroo were $1 ,585,769; for FY 1975, 
$1,617,700 hao been budgeted.^ Thooe fundo are dloburood to thf;; local ochool dlo- 
trU'to to pay the oalarleo of ocHool foorl oorvico manaqoro and ouporvlooro wlio are 
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on a StQto oalary ocale. Sinc5 tho State aloo payo tho "Otbor Employmont Copto" 
(frlngo bonoflto) of thooo omployooo, theoo flguroo Includo tho additional 20% coot 
of providing thoDO bonoflto. 

On July 19, 1974, Governor Trlbbltt olgnod Into law SB 582 which provldoo tha^^ 
baood on a fornaula of / hoyro ofi labor por 100 moalo, a n^nlmum of 25% of ochool 
food oorvlce cooko'y^akoro' and gonoral workoro* oalarloo ohaU bo Id from S'tate 
fundgr $635,651 wao appropriated by tho State loglolaturo to fund thTo bill (n FY 
1975. Thlo Dum, when added to the $1 ,617,706 budgeted for managero' and ouper- 
vloora' Qalarteo for FY 1^75, elevateo State funding for the program to a level In 
oxcoDD of $2,25 mlfllon or an Incroaoe of about $840,000 In the pact three yoaro, 
duo mootly to enactment of SB 582. Thlo equatoo to about ^5C per meal (lunch Jirid 
breakfaot) m direct State aoolotance to the Child Nutrition Programo . Obvlouoly, 
wo are ploaobd and proud of the degree of oupport glverrby the Governor and the ^ 
State logic lature to DolOware'o ochool food oervlce programo and believe their 
a -tlono arp conolotent with tho Federal Ck)ngreoo In recognizing and oupportlng 
i)(iijnd o^^hoolVood Dr»rvlrf» prurjrimD, 

I hop** the above* Infcjrmailon to uonful to you. Thank you for aoklng for my vlowo 
and lh<' ('?onold#»ratlon you havr (jlvon thom. 

SinriTfly youro , 




Kobort L, John 
Sup<»rvlDor, Food Sorvlci? 



KLJiohe 
ontrl . 

oo: Senator Pt^rcy 
Senator Roth 
Sonator Blden 
Ropreoontatlvo duPont 
, Dr, Madden 
♦ Dr. Ryan 
Mr. Durkof* 
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puuut SCHOOLS or the oitTRtcr or Columbia 

PIIRSiDKMTtA^UILMfM 
, «t« « IITH •TMUrTi M. JV. 
WASMtMTOM. 0. a 



rOOO ftKltVlCKS VIIANCM 



Februarys, 1975 



The Honorable George MjcCovem 
ehalraan, Seoata Select Comlttee 
jon tlutrltlon and Human Need a 
Hew Senate Office Biilldlns 
Waahlngton, C. 20510* 

Daar Sir: . 

^ In raapooae to your telegraa aeaiage 655 01-23 1133A tha 
following Information la provided; <anawera are k«y«d to your queatlona: 



Average Par Day: 



IgUOOLS 
PRIVATE LUNCH 



568 



3, 
4. 



PIIBIJC I.VNCH 
mE 48,643 
PA!,P 9.272 

UWCH 

LAST YEAR $0.8931 
THIS YEAR 01. 00 

No Increaia In the price of lunch or breakfaat. 

nRCEHBK1Ll^ -74 DECEHBER _197_3; 
2,060 




TOTAL LimCHES 
49, 2U 
9,554 



LtniCH ' 
BREAKFAST 



495 



499 
79 



5. More paying ttudoata htv» become eligible. District Public 
Sohoola are on the reduced [frlce program. 

6. Unlvorial Free Heal Pregram. 

7. Participation In the breakfast program has Increased at a 
creator percentage rate than tha lunch program In the D. C. Public Schoola. 
Tlila due to e3q>analon of hot breakfaat program In sll cafeteria schoola 
(103) end hot pre-platcd breakfasts In sstelllte schools equipped with 
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convection ovens (tbtiil 70). Breakfast participation will' take many 
decades to equate lunch participation. Our children are thfe products 
of a generation of nutritionally ignorant adults. Breakfast has never 
been emphasized in the home, nor in school. We, therefore, must place 
our social emphasis on eating patterns before we can equate partici- 
pation in breakfast programs with that of the lunch program. 

8. I personally think existing regulations are fine.. However, 
Congress should be very cautious of the intent of USDA to eliminate 
the especially needy clause from the breakfast program as was done 
in the lunch program. Without especially needy rates, urban areas 
will be doomed. 

• 9. 

■ ... . ■. ^ 

a. More flexibility in the ^serving portions required to 
meet the type "A" pattern would discourage waste in the lunchroom. 
Many children are unable to eat the same amounB>f food from day to 
day for various reasons, such as other foods. consumed between meals; 
type of physical activity engaged in before mealtime, feeling of 
well-being, etc. All of thesft factors have a direct bearing on how 
hungry a child is at mealtime. 

• « 

b. More flexibil'lty in the vegetable requirement would 
reduce waste as well as increase participation. J^lminate th^ two 
(2) or more fruits or vegetables requirement and allow one to make a 
choice of one fruit, one vegetable, or both, whichever meets the 
food preference ^f the children. Food preference of the children 
^n Washington, D. C. varies from one section of the city to another, 
depending on background. 

c. More tiutrition edui^ktion for school administrators, 
students, and parents is definitely needed. 

- d. We should not force children to tal^,e food that will not 
be consumed simply to meet type "A" pattern. TJiis force results in 
wasted food, loss of energy for food prbduction, transportation, 
preparation, and also unnecessary expenditure of Federat funds. 

• ^ o 
la. • ^ ' . , 

a. I would thli^ with the cash in lien clause, a lOc per meal 
payment would be sufficient as long^jts the escalation clause is in' 
the program, we should keep pace with cost. However, consideration 
should noW be given to combining the lOC commodity cash to the lunch 
rate so tpat the escalation will cause the lOC cash to remain pro-^ 
portlonate with tTie increasing^ cost. . . ^ 
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b.^ Tha District of ColuMblA 1» authorlssd to- raqulaltlon 
.fro« 6anar«l Scrvlcaa Administration «nd D«fen«« Supply ~As«ncy; th«r«- 
fora, w» can purchsM lt«a« chaaply and of aqual quality aa ITSDA 
undar cantralltad procuraaant. Hovavar, smII or rural dlatrlfta 
■ay auffar. 

11. 

a. EqulpMnt naada for nav prograas.^ NFA raaarvad funda 
ara Bora than auffldant. 



Equipaant naada for azlatlng prograaa - $41 t 695. 
Non-food Aaalatanca - FY 75 Racalvad: 

Raaarvad - $41,895 ^ 
Unraaarvad - $42,051 

12. BIEAPAST LUNCH 

a. ?roj action - "Unlyaraal Faadlng" 40,000-lOOZ 111,350-68Z 

b. Would favor ' auch a program. « 

c. Additional wmlaa naadad (aatlnatad) : 
Braakfaat - $1,440,000 > 

Lunch - $5,691,000 ' . 

13. . ESTIMATID 

a. Araorad Car Sarvlca $60,000 

b. Coat of Printing L^nch Tlckata 2,000 

* ' 

o c. Coat of Printing Application 

Foma . 3,000 

d. Loaa - Uncollactad Accounta 300 
». Paraonnal Coat Savlnga 13.700 

/ ' ' $79,000 

Plilft Intangible Savlnga - Would reduce tha adnlnlatlratlve workload 
aubatantlally at the achool level.- Schobl authorltlea"" could then 
^devote thla time to tha educational needa, auch aj nutrition educatlona. 
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14. 



15, 



A) Moiw^ 

B) 90Z 

C) Nona " 

D) Nona 

Lunch 



$193,000 
$271»OQO 



Total aaounC of Stata Relaburaaaanta received In Tt 1975 » Including 
aMounta altatcd abo^a - $5 » 093. 113, 




Joaaph M. Stewart* Director 
Food Scrrlcea Branch 



JMS/KHR/apc 
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• State dF^Pi.oRiDA 

Department of Education 



TALLAHASSIE 

February 3, 1975 



The Honorable George M^Govern . • 

Chaiman, Select Ocmmittee on Nutrition 

and Hunan Needs 
The United States Sertate 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

Dear Senator tfcGovem: 

wJ^^ Infonnation is in respoiise to your tel6gr^ requesting 
inforinatiori, for your use in cxwsidering legislation: 

^' ' r^ee 

Type A Uonches Served Per Day. 308,279 494,094 (these figures do 

school Breakfasts Served Per toy 57,554 9,648 ^S'^ce 

meals) 

. FY-75 Fy-74 

2. lAinch Cost 79. 4<: 73, 5<: 
Breakfast Cost 41. 1<; 38 .'8<! 

• ^» 

3. Students price has increased over last year; on the average of 
for lunch and 5* for breakfast, 

"^"^^^ ?^ participation among the paying students with 
a drop of 43,589 paid lunches per d^, or a drop of 9%. 

^"75 Increase Over Fy-74 

! ^ (per day) 

4. Heduoed price iunches , 59,185 + 25,753 
Reduced price breakfasts 4", 718 + 1^993 , 

5. Expanded reduced price program has kept the overall participation fran 
dropping fifrther. Sixty-three of the sixty-seven school districts 
participate in the reduced price program. All bat one of the sixty-three 
districts selected to go with the 175% inccne scale factor.- 

6. See attached copies of correspondence. 
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7. In Plprida we oor^Jdnue to afid new breakfast programs throughout *the 
year. We never expect to have as many breakfast programs as there are 
lun^ programs. Inpediments to the breakfast poDgrams are: 

,1 

. "iMs is the family job." 
. . Lack of interest and under stiar&ing on part of administrators. 
Attitude of officials that breakfast is a wlfare program. 
Bus schedules are too tight, due to cross-bussing. 
School food service personnel do not want to vrork extra hours and 
. meals unless paid more.* • 
. Not safe for one wcnian to cone to scfooj. so early in the morning 
to prepare breakfast. Hierefore, labor cost increase with one or 
two additional personnel oaning for safety precautions. .These may 
be the only people on the school cAipus at the time they need to ^ . 
be there for breakfast preparationl 

Some people still" think that a breakfast most be a hot eg^s and 
bacon type neal. We are ppomoting a lew labor-prepackaged cereal, « 
fruit and milk breakfast. ; * 

^ It is gratifying to hear some prSjicipals say that if they oould 
^ only have one .meal for service, they vrould choose the breakfa^ 
over the lunchi 

8. Wfe believe that ^ universal reduced price lunch concepts oould be 
applied to the breakfast program. 

9. Nutritionally, the meal component requirements for breakfast and lunch 
are miniiULin. It would be desirable to have alternative meal patterns 
with fewer food components, v^^iLch oould be used especially in high schools 
where lunch pcheduling beccmas a problan. these patterns would allow 
a lunch with variety that could be packed and served quickly to the 
students. These lunches could earn a lesser reimbursement than the 
Type A lunch. Many high schools are so overcrowaed that a la carte 
service has beccme a way of life to get more students through the line. 
Perhaps, the nutrient-planned menus could be put to use for reimbursGsnent 
purposes. 

10. If the coTiTodity progran were to end, 11H<^ cash per meal would be needed 
to offset the loss. Vfe feel that each State should decide whether they 
have a cannDdity program, and districts should be allowed the same „ 
choice. The Administration, however, needs to make up their minds 
whether thEire is to be price support or not. 

Outlook of foods purchased and when to be received needs to reach local 
personnel early so that proper plannning and utilization can be made. 
The U. S. Department of Agriculture needs to consider hew foods are to 
be used and by whan, in making the purchases. For example, without the 
oonnodity flour, schools are not b^cing- the extra cookies, bread, etc. 
they once did, and, therefore, the peanut butt^ is wore difficult to use. 
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(1) 


New Program^ 


15 


(2) 


Existing Programs ' 






(a) Expansion 


200 




(b) Maintenance 


712 




(c) • Inprovement of 
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Also, for exarqcxle, the purchase of large peach halves may be wasted 
on small K'-5 children. Sliced peaches would be better. The co iTiodlty 
processing contracts should be continued, a^ this utilizes the food 
products, keeps labor costs low and maintains foods standards which 
all benefit the' child. 

All in all, the oannDdity program-is not as efficient c^in Florida as ^ ' 
purchasing locally. However, our beef and citrus industries need 
price support by the USDA. Ttserefore, the Gavembt, not. I, really 
should be making such a decision. 

11. Bq4ipnent needs, 'as per Annual Plan FY-75: L 

Number of itotual Allocation 

Schools Needs fy-75 

$ 450,000 $ 391,323 

/ 

600^000 
J, 795, 931 

1,119,554 Tojbal for (2) (a) (b) (c) 

' $6,515,485 $ 560,824 

12. (1) We would expect an increase in participation gf from current 
» 58% to at least 80%: 

(2) Yes. See attached copies oT correspondence. NOTE: Pood stamps 
could be utilized in lieu of totally free lunches. 

(3) ibtal additional dollars n^ed to^fun^ the universal IOC lunch: 

FY-75 Percent"^ Now Sec, 4^ Add Sec, 4 

Sec. 4 & 11 Fui^ ' & 11 F unds and 11 Funds 

$ 49,978,880 ' $ 143,-335,800 ^ $ 93,356,920 

at 80% participation,. ADP would be 1,147,421 x estimated cost of 
79. 4C X 180 days = $163,989,360 less IOC inoomo of $20,653 ;'560 = 
need of, $143;335,800. ^ 

13 f Estijnato''G£rvihgs for lf)C universal lunch: ^ 

206,535,780 x 3C per lunch, or $6,196,073 (principal's time, etc.) 

14. Percent of school districts charging the lunch program for: 

(A) Utilities - 8% ^ 

(B) " Transportation 'of USDA ^oods - "None ^ 

(C) .School Administrative Overhead - None 

(D) EJnployinentr^iDf Porsonriel for Supervision During Lunch - 40% (approx.) 
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15. State reimbursement average 6.9* per free and reduced price lunch; 
breakfast - ndne. 

FY *73 - 6* per free and reduced price lunch 

FY '75 - 6.9<J " , " " »^ * » » 

' Current amxmt! $4,175,377 (Governor not reocmnending a continuation 
of this furling.) . 

S€2nator McG&vfem, the free provision of the Special Milk Program is very^ 
difficult to aininister. So difficult, in fact, that the majority^ of our 
schools are not on the Special Milk Program. In future legislation, let's 
add these resources to the school lunch and breakfast programs, except in 
schools not having a food service. 



Sincerely, 



/ George Hockenbery 
Administrator 
" Food and Nutrition Services 



C3i:ce 
Encls. 
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STATE OF iOAHa 



DEPARTMENT QF EDUCATION 



LEN •. JORDAN OFFICE aUILOlNO 
k lOIIE. IOaHO«3720 

. ■ , / 

Mtrch 10, 1975 



HOY TPIU«V 
»TAT1 »U^,J,NTtJ«,tNT OF 



The HonorAbla George McCovern 

United 'Stetes Senete 

Select Condttee xm Nutrition 

end Human Needa 
Weehington, DC 20510 

Deer Senetor McGovern: 

controll.bl. thing, hipp.n.d th.r'^^Sn't d hi. ."d'?'6o"fo J"' 

W. do not .dralnl.ter cha nriv.r. .-k i J'T to forv.rd. 

• cliool. onlyr ^ •chool., .o thl. 1. for the public 

1. Aver.g. nuab.r of p.ld lundie. In NovMiber, 1974 „„ 7, aib 
Av.r.g. nurt.r of fr.. lunch.. In Sov-b.r ilu w« ll'tll' 

A>r.r.g. „u«b.r of fr« br..lcf..t. In Nov^bT. 1974. w" "i. 

«""'«nt."' • ^° S.pt.»b.r-D.c«nber. 1974. 

-"""''.'nu?' • S'P'-b.r-D.c^.b.r. 1973. 

«:""8":'nt"' '"^"'""^ ' S.P'-b.r-D.c.>b.r. 19*4. 

-:.""'«nu:' • ^" 8.pt«b.r-D.c.»b.r. 1973. 



3. 



4. 



^^^^ 

taducd-prlo. luDclM p.r d.y In Novnb.r. 1974. wu 811 
R.duc.d-prlc. lunch., p.r d.y In Nov.rt.;. 1973. ".719, 
R.duc«^-prlc. br..kf-t. p,r d.y In Nov«*.r. 1974. w„ 1 
«.duc.d-p^lc. br..W..t. p.r day m Nov«b.r 1973 o' 




> if 
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5. In Fiacfll Year 1976, 29 diatricta started the reduced>price lunch. 
In Fiscal Year 1975, 26 core diotricta started the reduced-price 
lunch. 

We had an increar^o of 12 percent In reduced~price lunches in 
Ndvcniber, 1976, as compared tp November, 1973. 

ft ■• 

• 6. Keep the reimbursement up high enough to ward off increase in 

<prlcea to the paying diild or institute an all reduced-price lunch 
program by larger reimbursenents. 

7. In the beginning, breakfast was limited to low-incotne areas and 
this image otill prevails. 

Wo have a lot of bus students and bus schedules arc geared to let 
the student arrive at school at the time school takes up, so little 
tine for hTcakl^aXr^ — — — ^ — 

Sch9oI food service personnels have their hands full getting the 
lunch go In f;. Need additix^nal labor. 

0. Chaifgo the pattern by requiring pgntrln X^da in the breakfast 
/ pattern. Money for equipment to get started. " 

9. Permit a dairy alternate for fluid mllK. Juot* as we do with meat 
alternate. This would apply to breakfast tooi 

10. a) Loss of comnoditico should be< replaced in cash at the rate of 

at leant IS cents per moal. We recommend getting the cash, but,, 
in any event, we need either cash or cpmmoditlos . f. would recommend 
> a voucher system and* let the scltools buy from their wholeoal^p . 
suppliers If USDA feels they need to control some items. 

» 

b) I'd Day that nt least 90 percent of our districts can ^buy at" 
a price comparable to the USDA. * 

H. New progrnoo in 'Idaho will need $329,567. 
Existing programo will need $106,107. 

We wiU receive $23,027 this Fiaorirflfnar for non-program schoola. 
Wo ViH receive 056,107 this Fifcjcal Year for axiating schools. 

12. I would favor a universal reduced-price lunch In ordar to eliminate 
so many of the headaches of admlnisttatlon ao well ao raach more 
children. A few years ago we roi^iburoed several diatrlcto enough 
that they could reduce the charge tt> 10 centa and almost «ll the 
kldp paid the 10 cents and ate. The free lunchoa dropped because 
parents said '\:he 'price ia low enough that we can afford to pay and 
we v^nt to pay the sane price as everyone ejtfio." 

In Fiscal Year 1976, we sorved 15,702,036 lunchea and paid 
$1,616,310.30 at t'ho rate of 10 cents. If were to drop the 
, price 20 cents (from 65 Centa to 25 conta) , wc would need an 
additional 03, UO, 606. BO (20 cents times mala aerved) . 




4;) 



^ 4(3 



13. I don t bollovc wc would oavo any noncy bccauoe prcocnt ptaff have 
asoumcd thlo overbearing taok-oo an additional headache. It would 
free our people frora a menial detail apd lot them get back to making 
a productive contribution toward Improving the overall program; and. 
In the caoe of prlnclpalj and tcachero, It would let then do the- 
work they were emp loved to do. ^ 

1^. a) Utllltleo - 0. 

b) Transportation of USDA' foodo - 100 percent. ^ "0 

c) School adnlniotratlve overhead - 15 percent^ 1 

d) EaployT::ent of peroonnel for oupervlalon duriig the lunch | 
period - 15 percent* " 

15. State rclnburocment per lunch for Flocal^^eor 1975 io 1 cent. 
:itato relmburdement per brcak/aot for Flocal Year 1975 lo 0. 

> • 

Thlo rote hao doubled during the paot three yearo for luncheo. 
Total atatc relmburoement for Flocal Year 1975 lo §181,500. 

Wc tUank you fur your Intcrcot In the Child liiutrltlon Programo. 

Very truly youra, 



CECfL p. OLSEll, Director 
Food Scrvlcoo Branch 



tFu:lb 
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ILLINOIS OFFICTOP EDUCATION 



Sprinffield JIIinoii 62706 
February 5, 1975 - 



JOSEPH M. CRONIjj 
State Superlntandent 
of Education 



/ 

tlio Uonorablo Gcorgo McGovorn 
Chalnimn . 
Soloct Conmlttoo on 

Nutrition and Human Need o 
United States Senate 

Vaahlngton, D.C. 20310 • , 

Dear Senator McGovcroi. ^ 

In roaponse to your telegram of January 23, 1975, wo have Hated our answers In 
the aane aeqiience as shown In the telegram: 

1. Average dally pald« reduced* and free luncheo^and breakfasts served In 
Illinois In 1J>^3 and 1974. 

LUNQtES , 

Nov> 1973 Nov. _197A 

Paid 582,585 551,286 

Reduced Price 522 ^.^90 

Prco MaS?, 

Total ' 954,820 930,328 
* Mrakfofltrt 

Nnv,_1073 NovJliZi 

Paid 2.1S2 2,480 

Reduced Price _ -O- 279 

- Free 32.911 J&iiLL. 

Total 35,063 37,238 

The algnlf leant change In the llUnch ^program la the overall dally de- 
cline of 24,492 lunches which are entirely In the paid lunch group. 
However, total schoo}. enrollment statewide Is declining at the rate 
of about 50,000 atudcnta annually. Therefore, the proportion of 
overall participation to total enrollncnt has remained about constant. 
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EitlBACed Tood Cost $.403 
Eatluced Total Type A 

Meal Goat .bQ 

Brcakfaac coat figure < « 

not available * ' 

3. Student price Increaae. 

J;""^!'^ ApproxlMtely $,05 per lunrh " . , 

Brcakfaat No change ^ " 



5. 



7-9. 



A. NuBber of reduced price neala dilly 

Lunch ^ lll^ ^ ^21^^ 

BreaUfaat ^ — 'f^O 

Effect of reduced price lunc^if'. 

Nimber of district! with Nov. 1973 Nov 1974 
reduced \>ric\ lunchea 3 — jjj 

■tSdSnt"'" chmgei recoMended ^ Increaae participation by paying 

Increaae ba.ic relaburae«*n*e for all Type A aeala aerved at 
Kaat five (5) centa. thereby allowing the Type A lunch to 
continue being the V«t food buy for all children. 

Ifv"'' ^'^J""? """'^""■l l«gl«l«tlon or rel-burae»ent ratea are the 
S^Lr fjv jT^J^y^^"""" '"'"•b'«'«W"t program participation. 
Rather, like all child Nutrition Pre»ra.a. expanalon la retarded by , 
too -any regulaWona. Stealing fro- co«.erclall«i. "Ar. w.' «ay to 

J^e^a . ?^ ^' finding 

levela for State Ad.lnlatratlve Expanaea fron the United St.tea Depart- 

!I!h ? P"^"« only a pittance neciaiary to properly help 

atafflng. coVaraga. conaultatlon. and flacal unageaent aetvlce of a 

tT.i rH'S'^'^ "T." tood aervlce chain operatlona to 

what can be offared by tha State Agency, 
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Practically all Federally funded programo other than the United States 
Department of Agriculture allow at leaot IjO percent *pr the otato to 
provide an adequate administrative staff. We Cur^enti^^ receive '^^^ 
than one-third of one percent. I see ttfo baslj|. problera\pf expana^n of 
pirogroBs rooted in lack' of knowledge. School educational admip^stratoro 
arc not trained or experienced in th^ cold, hard, dollar-and-^onts world 
of biiolneso operations » particularly in Cjie area of volume, quQlAty food 
service merchandising. Therefore » the burden of advice and consultation 
falls entix'ely upon the State Agency. 

Only when thc„ State Agency can provide the necessary oervice to relieve 
the educational administrator of an unknowrf operational factpr. Child 
Nutrition Programs, c^n we expect extensive program expansion. Then 
we will bo "easy to do busineas with." Once the operational apd fiscal 
burden is under control, the Nutrition Education programs can bo imple-^ 
mcnted. We must make operations attractive to the otudento, got them in 
the lunchroom, before Nutrition Education can become a reality. The 
studepts are our customers; they can't bo made to wait in line 10 to 15 
minutco to got lunch; they don't have to wait at the corner Burgorbigeeo. 
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A, Jf the food commodity program wore discontinued, the cash 
necessary to truly replace the purchaaingpowor or equiva- 
lent value would bo at least 25 percent over the prooont 
rate, from 10 cents per meal to at least 12.5 cento. How- 
ever, 1 feel the commodity program should continue, with 
additional input from the State Agency and operating per- 
sonnel as to types of food purchased. 

D. In my opinion, no school lunch program, other than some of 
the major cities' programs, have the technical know-how or 
volume to obtain the quality and quantity per dollar that 
the USDA can. The main problem in local school purchaiing 
is specifications, not just having specifications but eval- 
uating them, testing incoming deliveries and finally, on* 
small, normal school orders, wholesale grocers won't be 
bothered bidding against detailed specif icationa . In some 
areas, school board policy requires local buying proforonco, 
which further inhibits economical buying practice. There is 
really no way of comparing items because of specification 
differences. For example, USDA ground beef has a specific 
allowable fat and component content. How do you compare 
this price per pound against a price per pound with an un- 
known fat and component content? 
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11. * Tli« oqulpncnt nccdo for new prograrao arc keyed to what hVppcno 

In the arcao dlocutjooxl in queotlono 7, 8, and 9. Tlio batalc problem 
/ In the Nonfood Aooiotanco Procrao lo aaaln *he complicated way 
the UiiDA rcgulatlona arc written. There ohould be no rcotrlctlon 
on funda between new prograoo and oneoing" prograao. The State 
Agondoo ohould be allowed to grant aoolatance where It lo needed. 

Thlo ycar'o allocation for f*Y 75 lo 01 1 3^0,862 In Ueotrlmcod 
fundo (new prograoo) and ifor renewal and aoolotance to on- 
going prograno, 9565,6611 ^ 

12. If there are no furthet^ Increaoeo In the coat of food and labor, I 
believe a unlvoroal reduced ochool lunch progran at ten cento each 
per cioal would reault In about an 80 percent statewide participation. 
With a ten-cent program, I would eliminate the free lunch aopert. 
With a^flat rate of ten cento per meal, a trcnendouo amount of paper 
and admlnlotratlvo work would be ellalnojced, a otop forward In making 
the program "oaoler to do buj^eon with." The comparative cootH 
would bo ao ohown below f o^<^5ove^hor 197^i: 




Paid • yjlfinb X « 

Ueduced Prlt'o . ^SiBO x .^2^; - , 0 1,908.25 

iToc Hiilii X .525 - ' 196,619.00 

All Typo A Luncheo 930,328, x .1175 - 1^9^111 

Total dally current coot - 0307,861.59 

tlmeiJ 176 dayo - 05^,1^3,639.8/* 

Pro.pooed 10-eent rtduced universal program 

1,800,000 lunchoo x 60 cento each re loburoement 

- 01,080,000 per day x 176 operating dayo 

- 0190,080,000 annual coot^ 

However, atote contribution ratio ohould be reviewed In light 4 
of the unlveroal reduced price program. Student payment could \ 
be the otate contribution under a unlvoroal reduced price program. \ 

13. Under the preoont Free and Reduced Price Meal and Milk Progratno, 
ijotlnate that It takeo 6 million ohodtn of paper Annually Ip 
Illlnolo for guldellnoo, Icttero to parents, and appUcatlono. 
Add pootage nnd printing, thlo phaoy woyld coat an average of 
5 cento per oheet, or 0300,000 annually. 

CJaln for relmburoement forma could bo olmpllfled ao well ao 
computer time and programming. All together, I would eotlraate 
the total oav Ing Wou Id amojint to about ha If a mill Ion dol lar o 
annually . 
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14. '^The percentage of school districts* charges to the lunch 

programs, for : * ^ . 

A, Utilities:^ Estimate 50 percent ■ ^ ■. ^ 

B, Transportation of USDA fofEs : 100 percent* 

C. School administrative overhead: Estimate 20 percent r 

D. Employment of personnel foy supervision \ 

during lunch- period; Estijoate 10 percent 

. ' We are Just beginning full program cost accounting training 
tor school officials. . 

15. The current level of thte State of Illinois relmbilraement for 
Child KutrltjLon Programb Is baseii on the Free Lunch and /or 
Breakfast provided to ah eligible needy child at the rate of 
15 cents each. The cu^ent FY 75 State appropriation for 
this prpgram Is $1^»56|»000. The rate Has remained the 
same for the' past thfel year^ 

If we may be of any further assliltance to you or the Committee, do not 
to contact us. 



Robert E, OhJt*fir^^ 



Director 

School Food Services 



R£0:mt 

cc: The Honorable Boyd R. Bucher 
^ Dr. Robert G. Weber 

Dr. John Ferryman 

R.J.Nelson 

Emmet. t Sllngsby 

Bill D. Page 
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STATE OF IOWA 



DEPARTMENT OF 



?JLi8LIC INSTRUCTION 



GflJMES STATE OFFICE BUILDING • 



OES/MOINBS. IOWA 503)9 

-4- 



lovsa . 



nOBERT D. BENTON, Ed.D., 
HICMKhD N. smith, Ph.D.. [ 



(TATE SUPERINTENDENT 

tministrative Assistant 
■PUTY SUPERINTENDENT 



MarcK 12, 1975 



Senator George McGovern " 
Chairman 

0. S. Senate Select Committee on 

Nutrition and Huraan Needs , . 

The Untted States Senate 

Washington, D. C. 20510 " > ' 

Dear Senator McGovern: . ^ 

This is in reply, to your telegcani of January 23ra requesting certain information 
regarding child nutrition programs in Iowa. Information includes both public «nd 
nonpuBlic srchoo Is^ unless otherwise stated. 

1. January,* 1974, ADP; w * 

Lunches Total ADP 425,683 

• ?aid ADP 357,703 

' " Free ADP 58 ,589 _ . 

Breakfast Total ADP 7,551 

Paid ADPi 3,866 ^ # 

Free ADP 3 ,574 . ' • 

2. Average cost of producing lunch thia year; 

July through December, 70,1c plus 10? commodities f 80. I? 
compared with 69.4c plus 8.1c commodities = 77.5c for period of 
"■if July 73 through June 74. ' Increase of 2.6c = 3.357.. 

Average cost of producing breakfast this year: 

^ July through December, 38.9c plus 3c coioraodi ties = 41.9c compared 
with 33.2c plus 2c cotfimodities = 35.2c for period of July 73 through 
June 74. Increase of 6.7c - 19.037.. » 

• 3. Students' prices have increased for both lunches. and breakfasts: 

Lunch, Sept. 73 , 40.87c. Sept. 74, 42.98c + 5.167. 
Bkfst, Sept. 73, 13. 14^. Sept. 74, 14.12c + 7.467. 

■ " Because of starting to admin-ister nonpublic schools ^on July 1, 1974, 

ct • ■ ' we do not have' exact correlation of participation when -eoamaring this 

year's to last. t 

We can report, however, that percentage of participation for Iowa's 
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public schoolo last school year was 63.657, compared with 71.71% for 
this year to date. Total participation hao Increabed 4.46'/i do far 
this school year. 



"For public schools, paid ADP (Sept through January , 1974) wan 
331,067 compared with 329,075 f«r iorae period this school year. Thin 
represents a decrease of 1,992 per day = 0.67.. It must be kept In 
mind that publlcichool enrollment, reported to our office, decreaned ' 
2.57> during thl< lame period. " 

January, 1974, ADP: 

Lunches Reduced Price ADP for Jan, 1974: 9,391 , ' ." 

Bkfst Reduced Prtce ADP for Jan,' 1974: III • 

Public R/P ADP Jan, 1974 was 3,049 compared with Jan, 1975 of 84 04 w 
equals Increase of 17^%. 

Number of reduced price lunches In Iowa hao more than doubled. Forty-elgl 
■chool districts Initiated reduced price mealu this year. Sixty-five 
percent of ichool dlntrlctn now offer reduced price meala. Seventy-eight 
percent of achool enrollment are offered reduced price lunchea. 

None to recominend at this tlme^ / » 

Possibly attitude that li family 'n rejiponn Ibl I Ity . 

None to recommend at thla time. 

/ 

Nothing specific to recommend except that minimum requlremcnta ahould.not 
be abandoned. 



A. -Ten cents. We want the commodity progr<im to cpntlnue. Only change ► 
that ahould be considered would be In flour and cooking olln and thla 
should be carefully considered and more carefully worded. Thla preaent 
year has been a very good commodity year for achoola. 

D. Assuming equal quality. It Ig our opinion that moat achopla cannot 
purc^hase aa economically. 

NFA is spread out to be considered adequate. Reaerve, $54,466. Unre/jerved, 



Posilbly wouid Increase 20%. Such a program would appeal to middle and 
upper Income bracketa. Flrat priority ahould be given to continuing 
present programa . Universal program ahpuld be considered. Eatlmate an 
additional $35 to$4(3 million would be needed. 




$263,224. 



1 
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Eitlmatc (only): Would *dvo much tlmc--poialbly 350 to. 400,000 work houri 
p«r year fop th4 it^tc. ThU night tqual up to $1,300,000 In potentiHl 
««vlng« to lunch proisrami. ThU U difficult to citlmato. 



^ ■ ■ • •\ 

A. Estimate up to 25%. 

B. l'Q07,., , . . • ^ 

C. Eitlciato .17,. * . . * 
0-. Estimate 5%. ' . • . 

Current ^ 3 ycarg ago 7. Incrcaae 

Type A Luachci * .99c .33c + 200.07, 

Free tunc h eg , 4.48c 2.36c + 89.87, 

R/P Lunchco 3.57c ^ 1.18c + 202.5?! 

Dreakfa«t« ^ .79c .88c - 11 47, 

Frcfi Bkftt ♦ ^ 2.00c + 200 07. 

R/P Bkf.t 1.49c -- + 149.07. ' 

FY 75 State Appropriation jf.350.qOO 

. . ' RcipytfuUy •ubmltted. 



nuBpcpciuiiy suDmitted, 

V«rn Carpenter, D^bctor ^ 

Child Nutrition Programa Division 




5tt . ' 
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JACK f. NIX 
Su^lnlMiMt of Mool* 



STATE 0I» GEORGIA 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
OFFICE OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
STATE OFFICE BUILDING 
ATLANTA 30334' . 

February 17, 1975 



•. CAL ADAMION 
AmkUM Kim luHriAlMitf*! 



The Honorable Goorgo McGovorn 

Unicod Spates Scnaror ... 
Room 362 . ^ . * 

Senate Office Building * I 

Waohington. D.C. 20510 * " 

Dear Senator McGovbrnr 

The following data concerning Child Nutrition Programa In reoponoo to your 
request ; • 

State: GEORGIA ' » . 



1. Mealo oerved daily (October, 1974): 



Lunctr 
Breakfast 



Paid 

471,598 
8.691 



337,727 
52,346 



Reduced 

'-22,017 
1,995 ■ 



total 

831,342 
63,032 



2. Eotitnated coot of producing: 



1974-75 



1973-75 



Lunch " 
Breakfast 



66 
31 



58^ 
25 



3. The otutlent price increased in moot ochoolo an average of 5c per meal. A 
coiDparioon of the average daily number of paid luncheo.: 

1973- 74 - 491,958 

1974- 75 . 471,598 

20.360 ' 



4^ Reduced prjlco mclalo: 



October, 1973 
October, 1974 \ 

S. IiDpact of expanded re<}uced price pol 



Lunch 

13,295 
22,017 



pollM: 



Breakfast 
1,995 



8,722 more children ar 
more children are par 



re participating 1^ 
tictpating ii^tllAr 



the reduced lunch program and 602 
eakfaot program. 




:)()/ 



6, Lcglolatlvc changoo propoacd : 

Incroaoc Section 4 fundu to oupport a 35c rclniburacincnt for paid meulo; 
thilo ahoultJ lyrlng price down to 25-30 cento whleh would bo within reach of 

coot paying children or bettor otlll provide lo&lolatlon for a Unlvoroal 
Reduced Price for paying children; retain no coot tncalo for poor children. 

. 7. Why hao Urcakfaot Program growth- been olow? 

All th^factorn mentioned affeet dcclolqna about* ochoolbroakfaot. 

0* Change o that would help Qxpand breakfaot: 

Increaoo level of^Soetion U fundo for lunehoo In oehoolo whleh operate 
breakfaot programa. Provide a monetary Ij^contlvo to ochool luneh. Many adraln- 
lotratoro have the notion that breakfaot cooto traiot bo abodrbqd by ochool 
luneh* 

t 

Another thing to help breakfaot would bo to allow breakfaot to bo oerved at 
any tine during the ochool day ao long no It lo the flrot meal acrved at 
^ oehool. . 

9. Suggooted iDodlf Icat lono Ln meal pattern- 

1 would rerocinond that the nutrient approach bo permitted ao an alternative to 
the Type A pattern. 

10. Coinnodlt leo : 

A. Olocontlnulng the connodlty program lo not a roaoonable alternative. 

teglcrlatlon lo needed which vlU aocfuro the otat-oo that conmodl t loo will 
bo continued at leaot at tho rate of 7c worth per meal. Leglolatlon lo 
aloo needed to require llSDA to provide grnlno and olio to ijtateo which 
can uoe thcoo. 

to Improve the connodlty program, food oervlce dlroctoro ohoul^have oome 
input Intp typeo and klndo of food. Improventcnto are needed ffi Infor- 
mation regarding delivery and aloo In frequency and quantity of delivery. 

D. Conparloon of prlcoo: 

R^PA Price nanne U)cal Vtyotcm ^ 

ITrozen Ground Dccf 67-69c 89c - Dee. 

Ffopcn Franko * .6^, - .657 , j^^' 

Cut-up chicken ^ 69-52c - 69c' 

The coraparloon ohown that l^SDA e?in buy for loon. 
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Theoe prle<&ti were bid prlceo In Claytoq County (Jonooboro, (Ja.). Tlie ochool 
nyotem oorvoo 2*5^,000 moalo dally. 
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EqulPtaont Ncodo - ^ 

U CcorBla will receive 053l,O(^ for Nonfood Aoolotance In exlotlng achoola 
and ^1H0,000 for expanolon. \ 

2. (?Sorsia oclioolo would caoUy uoe one million In Nonfood Aoolotance fundo 
If available and USDA did not eotablloh reotrlctlve criteria. 

Incrcaood participation If a Untvcroal Program wao eotabUohed. 

I expect participation would Incr^oe to 90Z or 7% over the preoont program. 
Since ochool lunch oalo prlcoo have advanced, the participation ^)ao 
dropped from nearly 867. to 827a- ' 

1 poroonally would not fa^ior a progr^im that would take lunchoo « no coot 
from poor children. For many of the reclplento of free mcalo, whoi^e 
faralUeo are on food otampo, there lo no caoh to pay even IOC 

1 would recommend aome change that would preclude the volumlnouo. application 
procedure which lo now required. 

naood on 1973-7^ data. It would have coot an additional million dollaro to 
provide free luncheo to allHhUdron. 

Savlngo with Unlveroal: 

information nc^t available. However, It lo my boat eotlmate that mllllono 
m direct cooto would be oavod nationally. Conolderlnfi teacher time 
uood in Betting lunch cmintu. etc. Ttie followlns eotlmate of oavlngo In 
Georgia lo projected; 

Teacher time Ci ntlnuteo per day) $2,142,720 

(35, 7U toQChi^ro) 
Approval time at boRlnnlng of year 576, mil) 

(80 houro per ochool) 
Supplleo (paper, otampo) inn Ofln 

School Food service (10 mlnuteo per day) 

Additional navlngo would be irenll=cd ao a teoult of Increaocd volume and 
lover operating cooto. 

Indirect cooto: 

A ntllltlon - Moat ayatcna pay utllltlOo at prooont. Some USDA attltudea 
r6^;S?r^rtaln aopecto o£ full coot accounting could roveroe thltf trench. 

D. URDA Foodo - Hoot oyotcno pay. 

C. A.lrtlnlntr atlve- Overhead - Moot oyotonn pay^ 

^D. ^. pervlnlnh nuri ^^jr^ot Lunch Period - Teachero or teacher aides 
ouporvloe. 



Gi 
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15. Stato F\indo 

Lunch Broakfggt Totol 

1972-73 . 2 l/2<j 0 3.86 alllion' 

1913-7^1' Ihc 0 6.7'fioinion 

19:^75^' 5c ' • 0 7.3 Dlllion 

Tho logialaturo has aovor provided any fund o for brc«k£«at. Federal 
Cunda aro very adoquato ao long «a wg can kcop tho '*nocdy proviiion." 

I wiih to thank you for your continued intoroit in and oupport of School Food 
Sdrvico« 

Sincerely youri, 



p. 



JM:po 



JoiGphine Miirtin, Ct]airman 
LogiaUtive ;CocinittGO 
AnGrican School Food ScrvicG 
Aaoociacion 

Adminiotrator , School Food OGrvico 
GGorgia DGpartmcnt of Education 



-^Wao incrcaoGd to 5c In April, 1973 

l^GcnGfal' Asoctnbly is proposing to incrGASG 197^-73 rate to 6c for lait 50 dayi 
of the school yc«r to 7c for 1975*76. 
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•TATK OF HAWAII 

-•KFANTMINT OP IDUCATION 
p. i ill iiM 

HiHiLULy HAWAII ••••• 



Jtnutry 1975 



Th« Hpnorabla Gtorga McGovtrr. 
Manbrr of Gongrttt 
Unlcad SCaCat Stnttt 
Wcthington, D. C. 



t)Mr 8«n«tor McGovtrn: 

In rctponia to your wlr< of January- 23rd, n<y I rttpond to the questions as th«y 
•pply to th« public schools In ths slngls, st«t«vlds school district of Ucvsll. 



1) Lunchas - Psldi 113,833 Frss: 
Br««kf«sts - Paid! 510 I^rss: 

2) Lunch Costs - FY 1974: 72. 3q 
Btaakfast Costs - FY 1974: 27. Ip 



7) 



21,063 
1,847 



Total 5 134,896 
Totali 2|357 



Novaabar 
avaragas 



FY 1975! 81.9c 
FY 19751 29.18Q 



3) T^o Incraasa In charga to studants. Braakfaat - 10c; Lunch - 25c* 
Participation hss Incraasad. ADP Lunch - 837.. 

4) No raducad prlca braakfasts or lunchas sarvad. 

5) N/A ^ 

6) Oound aconoMlc program that will stop and turn Inflation downward 
Qdthus parmlt* lowarlng prlca chargad studant. ^ 

Braak^ste at school has coapatltlon. Many studants do hava braaklast 
at hoM. And, whare braakfast Is sarvad bafora tha start of school, 
tha s6]4dants elact to play outsida rathar than go Into tha school 
f or 'Vraakf as|: . 

8) Incraasad fundlnp would parmlt graatar Mnu varlaty. Howavar, 

comparison of breakfast/lunch participation may not ba an affactlva 
maasura of tha BP. 




Plate wQoto In the lunch ptoiwam reoulto la large racooure from the 
otudent o lack uf choice flt the ocrvlng counter. Many deraono trate 
their need to have a choice by not eatlag everything on the Type A 
tray. Particularly at the oecondary level, there io a ock to plate 
vaote. In our otudleo, malofj dlficorded 8()7. of the f ruit/Vcgetablo 
plate w*otc; fctnaleo dloc"arded 807. of the bread/j3tarch plate waote. 

By permitting the jjtudcnt to omit a olngle Type A component at tho 
nerving counter (without reducing level of rolciburoecient) we could 
help aofjure that food oervod wao conoumed. It to an utter waj3te of 
food and funiio to icrvx? maohed potatoeo to a otudcnL we know will 
throw It out -- wo do not do It In our homeo; -we ohould not do it 
In our ochoolo^ 

Admittedly, a wider choice of Type *A component o on the oervlng 
Mge might help correct the tjltuatlon; but au ochoolo attempt 'to 
ovr^h 1000. 2000 or even 3000 ntudonto in an hour or leoo. there io 





10) A. WK WOtfLD (iLADLY ACCKPT CAHH IN LIEU OF (WtODITlES AT THV lOc 
LKVKL. ['Am WOlfLD PERMIT BKriTll PLANNING, HKNCE CREATKR CONTROL 
CAr.H WOlfLD PKflMIT Tllf: Pl'RHlASE ()[■ FOOIT, MORK HirrTABLK FOR OUR imvu. 

WF fiTRON(;i.Y YOUR ni'PPORT IN Otm KFFPUre AS WE SKEK FOR HAWAII 

(on Am- fiTATF) TIIE OPTION TO RFU'EIVF CAIJH IN LIFH OF ^WOITIKS 
nilS FLEXIBILITY llAS BEEN ( RAim-t) TO A Hm;LE STATE AND WE sm CEST 
IT SHOIXD BE AVAILABLE TO TlIE nifiTER STATED. 

10)^ B. TlIE MIEATER CONTROL TlIROrcH Pl/t\UN(C THE ADDED SUPPORT TO UKAL 
ACRIClfLTlIR^: AND TJiE PirRCHASE OF .FO(fc^; THAT WOULD BEMO.^T EFFECTIVElT 
ViiU), ALL COMIUKE TO AJiStmf: HIAT HAWA^lv WOULD RiiCEIVi: VALUE AT UA<iT 
AT THE LEV^:t OF USDA PtmCHASE I>R()t;RAM 



ID With all public ochoolo In NfJLP our equipment noodo are minimal 
coroparod to Dther otateo. 1 pcrnonally would advocate NFA beinp 
limited to no -prog ram ochoolo. ' 

U) ^vailablllty of lOc lunch might Increaoo Hawall»o otatetHde participation 
trom 83 to 9)/, at qr ootlmated Incroaoe od 03.75 million federal fundo 
for Hawal 1 , 

ny maintaining our preoont 25c charge^ receiving an additional 
->2.5 million (lOc per meal) federal fundo. we believe the Improved 
menu variety would rooult In the same lOZ Increaoo. 

13) Probably none. 1 »m afraid cho Increaoed federal fundo for Unlveroal 
Lunch would reoult tn greater federal oupervloion. reportlno. and 
auditing. » »» 
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14) The oittglc otQtowidc ochool dlotrict charpco rtllltica, Tranoportat ion 
nf (N)mni)di t Icq to Che program. Not cfiargcd: adrainiatratlve overhead 
and lunthrootn uupcfviaion. r, 

15) Htato ju^ncrol 'fund now averaging 25c per meal, (.encral Kund at level 
to meet program necdo, alter federal funda and children' o poyraento are 
toilpldered. vy 197) CV level 20,2c. H 75 total $7.5 million (c^atiraflte). 




vm/a 
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Kansas State Department of Education 

K<mia» State Education Building 
120 Eeit 10th Street Topeka, Kaniai 66612 



Fibrumry 3,. 1975 



The Uonormble Gaorgt* KcGovarn 
2313 N«v Oanat* Office Building 
Vaahlngton, D.C. 20510 

Dear Sanacor KcGovami 

Wa are plaaaad to ba aalced to proVlda data for; your con- 
aldaratlon la up-coalng Itgitlttlon for tha Child Ratrltdon 
Progrtjaa. Your leadarahlp in th^a araa haa cartalnly ba'naflttad 
tha Prograaa. 

In Kanaaa wo particularly appreciate .your collaboration 
with Senator Dole. In naklng It poaalblo for ua to distribute 
caan In llcu of commodltlea* 

In fUnaaa, til programa, both public and non-public or 
parofchlal, arc admlnlatared from tha State Departniant of 
Education. Thoy tlX operate under the aimo guldellnaa and 
rceolvo tho oaao ratea of rijlmburacniqnt and receive the aasio 
aaalatanco fron the agency poroonncl. At thla time atatlatlcal 
data 1-a not aeparated, however, when the automated data proccaalng 
syotcn 10 operating on achcdulc thla data ahoulcf be aVallaba 
> , 

^ To answer your apcclflc queatlonai 

1, Average dally participation pold 229,009 

freii 50,030 
reduced 6,793 
^ total 287,832 

total breakfast ' 7,513 
free broakfaat 3,354 

2, Median coat of preparation 

breakfast luirch ' *Thla includoa lOc 

11^ not available caah In liou of . 

^^^^ 25c .7105* coanodltloa. 

3, Student price average //"^^ 

breakfaat lunch 

1974 ^ loc 45c 

1975 I5c ' 50C 



1% I 
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Opun noon houro and dining room otaotphcrG oocn tu cauoc 
RroaCrot looo of partlclpntlon. Sfcydont prlcoo fangc from 35c 
Co 70c. Elcmcntarv ochoolo avorwRO 5c Xcno Chan the lilRh ocluiol" 
In Cho oaac dloCrlcCo. 

9<f??li'i'pac Ion hao Imronocd, ^nrt leuiorlv In Cho numboro of 
reduced priCG moalo. *" * 

'i^^nnd^-'-/cduoa3c| prlco lunrhoa for the period... " 

July - Doccmbor, 1973 25,718 / 

July - Doccabor, 1974 o ' 69A,605 

Out 410 iponsord' only 33 do not offer reduced price ncals. 

\ 

6. I do not bGllovo''p&rclclpfClon fhouXd be nandnftt^d by 
logiilacion. , ^ 

Participle Ion la i reflection of the offoctlvcno^ of con- 
ounor education nnd of nutrition and health education. Di^nfng 
roon dlocipllno lo llkowlao o roflGCtlon of ovornll ochool attitude 
nnd dloclpllno. 

Dining roona nuoc bo updated In dccor nnd nCiiinophoro In 
keeping wlch oChor nrchl Ce^Ciirnl and acvle chnngeo In nodorn 
ochdolo. ^" ' ^ ,.j 

npiied-llno ocrvlcp and Coo-'Olforc lunch perloda are noC re- 
laxing. Long cnblea and bonchao are noC_ tnvlc Ing. Too of Con ^ 
dlnln||| room oupcrvloloji given Che fettling of "hujrv up hnd cnC 
and RoC ouC t»f horr". ' " * 

7. DrcakfadC 4>rogran pnrc Iclpndon hno logged hoc auoc y^f 
admln^nc rnC Ive reluctance, nnd, Inck of {}ublli- Informoclon. 
Si-hool ndplnloC raCorn. are noC facing renlltv when Chev chink Chnt 
breakfnuC lo n family nffnlr^ Wlien buCh pnrenco worlit no nnc lo 
horae cu propoSro breakfaoc. Few onjov brcnkfaac alone. 

The nennlng of broakfnaC In 'vijnnglng from n "norplng tnenl - M 
wlch Cho fanllv** Cn "foad ronnumrd wtille dreo^lng or enroute". 

^ Very few Dchonla In Kanona hnve dec 1 Inetf broakfant progrnno 
becnuoe of cinplovoe work load, tn fncc , oonr Progrnna hnve been 
oCnrCed In order to utilise ntnff for beCCef production rntloa. 

8"^d 9—1 Chink brenkfnnC pare Iclpat Ian would be greater " 
wlch n tvt> conponent nutrltlonnt oupplcrienC ninllnr Co ctiaC 
relohuroed for In DaV Cnre cenCcro.' Hanv o^^yjJlonCo do noc wnnc * 
boch n S PlnC » or ton of nllk and b cup of Juice. ^ 

The rolnburarment rnCen for brenkfnfU nrc ciore thnn ndequflce 
for the unual tonclneiual hronkfnot: 

Thert' needo tt»l>e an nncl-wnticcv coapntgn. Wltli various 
nliorcngew, poU(itlt»n, nnd eiolonv programo, ncudentn ahould bccioe 
aware of waoteful prnttlieo, and their cootn. 
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> 10 (a) The lOC per inofil cooh-ln-lolu uf cocgodltlco hao 
• ttj^fact' the Ipoa of cocsodit loo. 

iitatca ohould »iav6 tho option of cocnndltlco or caoh. 
(b) I OH) oncloolng a fact olioot froa.onr of the dlotrlct 
food Bcr\Ucc aopcrvlooro. Several oupcrvlooro have Indicated 
that thoy could buy to a bott'er advant^Bc beciiuflj? 4>f tlietc:!ctra 
caob avojlablo. T! icy buy onlv In quant'ltlco for whli'h they have 
adcqual'r £ti»raRr and only thoao producto needed for menuo planned. 
vTl»toy do not buy tono of wolnoro ju«l before othool lo out', 
U£PA did. Grapefruit Juice woo a draw on the market oo 
UGDA puf^aoed It. Hie quantltloo In which U3I^ purchaocil 
bqnef Ito jbhe producer, yea, but hurto the genera L pi^bl Ic by *caucLlnB 
price bo^^o. 

II. I^^noao allocation for non-food aooJotance for new prograno 
lo 006,OOoi fur unrooorvod' fundo lo 0176,000. 

If thf^ CoffcyvlUe ochool oyotcn decldeo t« provide food 
oervlco fofj an addlt lona 1 10 contoro I woyld bo about OlOO,000 
dhort for niew pro^jraaa. 

. , 

^ * » 2. Beca^oo of the paper work Involved with the laplenen- 
tatltm^of the ?rco and fleduccd Price Policy ouch ao^ippl 1« at lorfo 
and efforts Ix* protect the anotiynilcy nf redplcnto, noot adnlnl- 
fJtratoro would favor a unlvoraal pirnBran. 

*'0c noal charge to th(7 child 

15c contributed fron ntato and local fundo 

20ic fivr neol i>elaburocni(vit--Sect l«n ^ > 

20c p^TM^al f«r free child— fjoct Ion \\ 

10< c^oh for coLinodltlep , , , 

Tlilo would be cjy reconnDendatloii for allocation of fundo. 
Free luncheo ohould be available only to thooe hardohlp caopo 
^hcro faDlUoo ore not ollRlble for welfare but arc oufferlnR ft 
traporary ohorta^e of fundo. 

• Daoed-.on tijc project lono for the rcaalndrr of thlo year 
tliio a,l location of fund oourcen would be ao ftillowo with o 2Z 
overall ln< reaoe In participation projection. 




FY 1976 prnjpttlon 
r^octlon ^ 0 20c— 10.5697191 
Doctjon 11 n 20c— 5.180.976 
' CFC n lOc— 5.28^.595 



TY 1975 e.'Ztlmati* at current ratr«. 
5.083,285 

5.23^,553 er 
5.180.976 



13. At t hebetate Agency levjjl^ oUnlnatlon of the Policy 
would nave o nlnlnun of 160 ra(?n«"dayn now rcqulrrd for preparation, 
tvplnn, dupllratlon, nalUnR. rocelvinR, apprrivlnB, returnlnB, 
.roto'rdlnB, and filing. In addition thoro are rvcmo of paper and 
puftajie rootn. Tlilo onounto to 011,500 

For boQt ochoolo 5 oheeto of paper are needed for on letter 
to parents » application notification of action, etc. Thlo ret^ulreo 
^i500 reann of paper otate wide or 013,00(5. 

With 1700 attendance centero. each rx'^julrlnR a alnlnio of 
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one hour per day tTo provide "accotmtablUty" and to protect 
"anonymity" costs .more than a million dollars state vide per 

year. ^ * 

■ m is indeed unfortunate that it has taken this Policy 
implementation with all itS' costs and irritations to get 
school administrators to feed the kids who have been eligible 
all the time for free meals according to the Agreements. There 
is no question that money talks. ^. 

U. All participating schools are required by state 
8.tatutfe to report all costs attributable tp food service and to , 
pay a\l program costs from. the food service fund. 

15. State ireimbVirsement for lunqhes served this FY will 
be about 1.7c each. This is Che -same as last year. 
Matching money for FY '7^ was $8ffO,000 . 

FY '75 is $9^5,000 
FY '76 projected . $1,^50,000 

The meal cost acco.untability and tying the Section 11 
reimbursement rate to the cost of providing the meal are very 
desirable. Many schodls will not receive full reimbursement 
because of skimpy meals and underpaid cooks. Bad management should 
not be rewarded but neither should the kids be short-changed. 

Sincerely yours. 



lone H. George, Director 
School Food Services 



eoclosure 
md 



Senator Dole ^ 

Dr. WhAtier 

T. William Goodwin 

Dan McNeely-Legislative Chatrman-KSFSA 
Miriam Cade-President-KSFSA 
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•TATt or LOUtSIANA , 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

UXJMJLMICHaT 

•TATt SUPKMlNTCNOeNT 
^. O. SOX 44M4 
• ATOM nOUQt, LOUtSlAN/^ 70t04 " 

February 14, I975 . 



) 



The Honorable George McGovem, Chairman ' * ' ' 

Washington, D.C. 20510 ^ ^ 

Dear Senator McGovem: ' , ' 

attractive as the commodities themselves because nf th^ h^+L u . 

effectively k^^VtL'Z.'le^ll^^^^^^^^^ "^^^'^ - ^« 

tliS reSSt\L'^f ^hTu^^^ Will be 

Nation; Louisiana was the first State to havP ifYV^^r i+ ^. , 
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T!|pink you very much for this opportunity to axpross . our opinions 
axih n««d9 rtlatl^ to th© futur© of the Food Servic© ProgramB and for 
your contlnuad of fort 8 oh bohalf of school children ovsrywhoro* 



RWC:LJM:eJp 



QidosurQ 





donald W^. Carrior 
Stato Directbr 

Local School Systom Servicos 
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STATE OF LOUISIANA 

^' TJ"^ Ki"^ 5r lunches, on the average, are served in your state each 

, day? Broakfaot? (Use data from the latest available month). 



DaUy Average Served 346,855 12,600 

Daily Average Free 2Sgj069 7^,521 

87,121 




Breakfast 



' J^^r?'^°A^S; "^""^'^ ^ ^tate \ producing a lunch this 

yearj- A Breakfast? • How does this c»tpare to last year?\ 

1 Lunch \ Breakfast 

Average rjieal cost, 1973-74 . ,6708 \ ,2799 

Average (^stiinatod meal* cost, 1974-75 ,7380 \ ,3079 

' ^°J'^^ Students' pkce increased per lunch over last year?- Per Breakfast? How 
much, on the averag^. the increase for each? Can you correlate losij of 
participation among 'paying students, if any, with this increase? If so whatsis it? 

l^^^'l "° significant price increase? to the payljig atudents during 

1974-75; however > there were price increases during the 1973-74 school year. 
, These Increases resulted in a significant loss of participation among payljig 
students - a loss which was not recovfjtred during the stfhool year. 

How many reduced price lunches are served each" day? Breakfaot? How do those 
figures compare with last year at this time? 

Lunch Broakfaot 
Daily Average, reduced, 1973-74 0 0 

DaUy Average, reduced, 1974-75 l,75o 150 

1* J.St"'"'"" " "" p"«"- ». .1... 

auit^ol ^""""^ P"""""'^ ovorload«17 Th, -Thi' la thd family Job- 

n^.^^%°'"'°°^ Broakfjat Program regulations muot be amended to pemlt the 
pr^gran,^ to operate on the .ame bad. ae the National School Lunch pl^am' 
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8. - What changes, if any» ^ the logiolation would help .improve tho' P'lrticipation rate 

and quality of the Broakfaot Program? 

/ 

' See Anower to Queotion 7. 

9. What, if any, modifica^iono in the meal Ipattom ohould be made to help" increace 
participation and decreaae waate in the Lunch Program? The Brcakfaot Program? 

/□.low deviation from the Type A Lunch and Brcakfaot menu requiremcnto. 
Those deviationo chould be Juotifiod by each State Agency and approved by 
U3DA, 

10. A) If the Commodity Program were to end how much caoh per meal would you need to 
offset the Iodo? Do you want the Commodity Program to continue? If go, how would 
you improve it or change it? 

The ochool diotricts would need approximately fifteen ccntc (150) per 
meal in cash to replace the commoditiea they prooontly receive. We 
definitely desire the Commodity Program to continue as it prooontly 
operates. 

• B) In your opinion, is it podsibXe for schools to purchase from local wholooaloro 

certain food items such ao frozen meats and canned fruits and vogotabloo ac cheaply 
.ao. the USDA in able to buy them, assuming equal quality? If not, please give an 
example of the coct differential for one item. 

No, especially for the three food groupn mentioned. The recent price 
differential on Whole Turkeys was approximately i3« por pound in the favor 
of the USDA. 

12. What percentage increase in participation would you expect in your State if the 
School Lunch Program were to, he made, universal,, at 10 cento per buich for all 
students? Under ouch a program, it is assumed that the need for totally free 
lunches would be minimal. Would you favor such a program? Can you estimate the 
additional monies needed to. have such Q program In your State? 

« 

Louisiana does not favor ouch « program; only the true "universal froo 
lunch program" would be acceptable. 

lU, What percent of the school districts in your State charge the lunch program for 
the cost of: a) Utilities? b) Transportation of USDA foods? c) School 
'Administrative overhead? d) Ehiployment of personnel for supervision during the 
lunch period? , 
A). Utilities? 
All 

D). Transportation of USDA foodo? 

The State '.goncy transports USDA foods froo of charge to the school 
district. '* 
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'^}. School Adnilniotratl ^« ovtrhead? 
" All 

D), Ibploymant of personnel for oupenrloion during tht lunch p«riod7 " 
None. Thlo lo not allowed by State Pqllcy, 

What, if Qrty are th« current levolo of State r«iniburotni«nto you receive for lunchta 

fn°rhn ft"^''^' ^'1. incr.,.oA in the l»t thr.e (3) year^ 

hhot Id tho total amount of State rronty you currently receive? 

Tho Louloiona Qt&tn Legloltturi hao an op«nedr.«nd .pproprittlon for th« 
rolrnburoen^ent for luncheo at the rate of nine cent a (9i)p.r lunch! Th^r. la 
?n.S^f breakf.-oto. Tha lunch reliiiburoac.«it h.a not bean 

6^22 ^? ^'"'^ appropriation for FY75 for thlD ralSburae..2nt lo 

nn^lJ AA \ ^^^'^ ""^^^ approprlateo $324,270 annually for a ' «coet-of-llvln«" 
. ooltry odJuotKatnt for ochool food oervlco peroonnal, ' * 



MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
PO BOX o;u DWI Ainponx 
DaltimorC Maryland iMno 



February 4, 1975 



The Honorable Goorgo McCovorn • 
Senate Office DuildinB 
Waohingtf>n, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator McCovorn; 

A. 

PleaDO find attached the anowpro to the telegram which wao received 
(m January 27, 1975» Wo appreciato your intoreot and oupport in the feeding 
of children. It Id our underotand ing that Prooident Ford hao not included 
in hiD budget funding for the Breakfaot Program, Special Milk Program, and 
l;ho Special Food Service Program for Children. 

We urgently requoot you and your colleaquoo to do all that you can' to 
continue the School Dreakfaot Program and the year-round Special Food Service 
Program. 

Thank you for helping ud protect tiie health dnd'^wel^l being of the 



na t ion ' o ch i Id rcn . 



Sincerely , 




Ruthetta L. Gilgaoh 
Coordinator of the 
Food St1rvlc^o Program 



RtG/oc , 



Attachmento 
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:#ti.i;bt»r ot Itjiu^licu o.*rVL'fl .Killyi- l'J7^ 

HuT.jicr of hri'rtUfadt oorvod dnily: . FY ViV) 
l*alfJ-- . i/»7'J 



^»^ Lunch 
JirotiUlrtfil 



1 0 76 KY 



r)7') FY 



7^C 



*j..Jk~^ ?. ' 'uN't r ; ' pt 1 ^ L,L!l!:j_g^ >/Hn Ijit ich u vnr Ignt y^vt r I>r Ur* H\^'. - 



Lunch 
Droflkfaoc 



10 r»ut of 24 
1 out of n 



107"> FY 

10 nut uf 

3 out of 13 



iho nvorafio inGQnoop u«o 0$ for both broakfaot nnd lunch. 

fho r.fhi.Mi nyritrna whUh Incroflood tho coat .if tho Innch ohowod a 
lotrofigti In |-irtl( liMtlfm nnimn tho paying chlldrt^n fr(»n ^<>ro to S?.. 

*l'*lJLliI2i..JlJi':i^^ m^ti^pji tMCh tl;ty? arpnltf^ot? Mou 



Luiu L 



10 M FY 
1, 7tiS 
1 '.U 



lOT'i TY 

7'M 



ERLC 



•Til 



Ihi* .'Xjj.viuiiMl riMiicjMl ir I ir »^'iM.n i il*' .1 im t r i 1 1 . '^t-il ivitl.ilil.! 

'.y.r<M, fitf»'r'..l i,Miac4Mi nfrTili ( / '» u lui'l iy.i.M.i* in it.^Lt* 
Vi V, FY ^ r^/'i i Y 

; 1'* 

A J «»tTt;Tifii*UM cHinj»n \il 1 In* an iju:r«Mif"l rr i, il«ir ^ui^i-f^ r rift- I <»r 

I ilJ :n«Ml J thit \^"jM .Ulow 1 '.ii'j it.uit i.il r«"Jtu: r I'ju t»'rhp 'hHi. 

'A^^jUuL ^r-Ml in* Will ( tfl'jt.tr^ in uiu* oi our -^ch jol .yofcfii In which ^ 

th«' prlc >I til" msil J w It IfiQi i\ 1 iwpr. In t\u^Q*> fii:h'if>l j uv 
h il ,i|»pr' ni" il.'l / 1 larf.'.iip U> ;» u t U Ipil i^'^ anurM Hu- Piylfij*. 

.f/iil.;r«^n. '.t!io<a I' . »1 S.Tvh n r Ion in tlx* Itiryl wul i.r.ji*'^ 

In tht .fill" 'I Miry!. If S Uu IjniVf.rit i>r '>j;t m b f- <*xp.irHJn<i ffMi 

:"t Ofh.„,l .yMr»;!ii h.lV'- J II! f'.jlt t J it ITT^.llfi in ill '.^h<^<i\n. 
« f 

Thp rvilri j>' h\tnn tur I'X'nn m Ij^^n of the )»rpik{a;jt pr'n'^rim I Iro in the 
a InlnlTtr.if ion of tr j fi.i^ioly, huo ychndtjllng, Duporv Icj Ion >f (Hntng 
.irr».i and tlno for hrtrnkta-Jt boforo clnoooa be^ln. In oaiuo Inotonco^i 
thrro 16 a fooUofi that tho brcokfaot program io for tho "poor" pup 1 1 0. 

rh<i iich'inl lirnakfaat Pr«r\rajn lo bccnnln^i fin« of n\ir r.oot luiportant pro- 
v.i 'iinfi. f:vr'nr])uur,h tho m uny riro n nlow, thr admin l^U r.itora aro 

I.«','.lnntt4,» tu ut -iiToraiia Ib^^ p.riMt liipat t thin pr'»nrj^ ^ ^^^^^ nlort- 

P iTi'.n nr -^[^f ^nal Ity '^1 t!>p broiklii>t ^ r v.ran ' 

I hpUi'Vi' fh- cbafi^vT ntMnUfI (or ("Xpan jl-^n '^f brpalif vU j»r n-TMin lo »im lh<v\ 
I. till rub.r tb.jn tli*' f»!"ial li'V-ol. Uu^ r.riMt.T i'.Ti;»ha J I j i.^tUMnb»d »•» 
rti<« litil li^v ! J'>r tmtritii'n raucari>ti t if tiM^b' f 1 i«:f» t ^1 . 
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''-^^<^> any, nndlficatl ono in meal pattern nhould bo mado to hal ox 
. ^^■>t>^aoo y QrticLrjgtl on and ducr^ggo wgoto In th o lunch -roomm; — f>,\ 
t roaktQOt r.r^>,;^ram 7 ' ° 

^ III ny o;,lnlon, It lo not tho froal pattorno that noodo modification. 

«Q nood to i^orchandloc the rroal □ ,produco nppotizlng, appoallng food and 
toon thio v.lth tho underotandlng uf tho value of food to <ho health 
or-.l well being of tho .r.uiont. Alau, neodoi to omphaolg on tho loarnlna 
r 1 Lit n variotv ot focdt) other than onack Itemo. 

I.. <v.lJitUn to pxteruil r.utrltlon education to tho otudonto, training 
-t e,ch.,nl lunch H«roorm..l i'. another area which will help to upgrade 
ino Prnpl,>yoG tr> a .'.roitor jwarcneao of good prttparatlon tochnlqUoo and 
ap -oaranco '>f food. 

I . M.C AiTACHED. 

\ 

^ .■••;ylj'.l r^^t^ .iM- ; r .,.ra!n '.ch-.-.U ill v.-h'.-h 

: ^' -hnMl.. u,f r\i . nM-:„.r , r. .1,. »M. n !.rh., J., 

^'''^^ "''"'^ K;).! . ,.„n!.n .,hM,;.. In ■ r t , k itu1».r;>)r t.-.i 

' ' ■ ^ ' '''' 1 ■ -h. • l.;r. I ..r>vtr t -1 

'■ ^'t -i^' 5 '^"^ '■•■■'.1 t' h.iv». in int;.r-'*r ir-. i-ir r ic i ii 

ih<Tol -r.,, tt,,. i.inutit ..lulir'iont .'nru-y t >r n.-w pr )?^r,t'no h.i'i tvjt lun-n 
^ ' i twf> y-.jri, and doo-i r.-.t th.it. wr i/lU ho uniu,^ 

t!..- .M'llp^f'f ^^^n^.v r.r n..w orhonlti In t i il DTf. Th^ .MiMipment n.^od 
f.r T\^i, vr.'.rMit fia,il var li i-.t l;;-itpt| bp ,ipp r >x Im., t y $^n() , . 
' t ' f'ctlv.. ^.^^■,t h\ ANii.t.inco niun^y t».r urmrri.Mvi n'io ft 

' •••w tr'»,-i >^ fi';nf-,-nl . w. t • t in., o f und ■ . , wf "V.po.t t» ror-iVo ^ i! I'l, .W> . ■ »') . 
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' ■ iM . hn - r, lu; l,r , ,- t , i v ..l* rill 

' ' ■ ■ 1 t -I, ; ■ ' f . l'> i' ij I T, If \, - 



Wo oatlmato that approxL'n.toly .n additional $90 million por year would ■ 
bo needed for a unlvcSroal free lunch program^ 

How much tL-no and monov would your <--^^^" ^--^ l^ o unlvoroal proaram 
rm;.acod tho currant prosr ^. and tho c u rroaL et^rttt IcatUm .ind ropoTth^^ 
^'aporworlt. wao roducod accordingly ? 

Wf. do not have onv otatlotlco to provo our theory, but wc fool that If tho 
viluo ot tho time opent by admlnlatratoro and toachuro would bo coupled 
with tho ainount oi ^ancy opont for food other Chan In A« '-chool lunch 
pr„Krani, and tho coat to tho parent for tho purchaoo d^a meal ot achool 
or a meal brought from homo, It would offoot tho tota^ coot of the 
unlvoroal lunch progront. The frustration lovol of l"^"^^^^;;'^^^" 
att.wtlns to avoid ovort Idontlt Icatlon lo oJ?tremply hlfth. Thin hao 
bo.n param..unu.d with tho Initiation of th^Speclal Milk Progrmn offering 
a froo milk to children cllglblo for free rJtoalo. One of our groatoat 
concorna lo to find oomo method to rellovo the principal and the teacher 
of thio fruotration. " 

Wtiat percent of the Qchool dU trie to I n vour State charRO the lunch pro- 
arom tor rhts coot ot » 

A) Uttlltloa? 87. 

B) Tronoportatlon of USDA foodo? 11% 

C) *ichool Admin lotratlvo Overhead? Zoro 

D) Ktnploy^ent ot pon<mnol for Quporvl^lon during the lunch period?- 

It lo ootlniat^d that about 20% of our ochool nyoCo:na pay for tho 
omployment of portJcmnel for ouporvlolon during tha lunch period, 

>f any, nr» thn current lovol - rolmburoornonta you rocc^lvo 

{..n.K.o rhin vpar? Breakfast " much ha>i thlo Incroauod in tho 

TT^nhF^o voaro- What lo the total mriount of Stato mtmoy y^u currotitly. 
rt'coive * 

Wo are curr\tly receiving $4 million from State fundo for tree and reduced 
L.rloo Riealo.^In flacal 1071 tho moTxLTum paid for a free moal-wao IMc 
tr-.^i :.tate funda. For tho J^aot ooveral yoaro. the maximum rate of rolm- 
Sirnoinoht tr^m it a to fundajhaf) ronjalnod at I3c. 
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State of Minnesota 



Dopartmotit of Education 

Copitbl Square, 550 Codar Streat 

St Paul. Minnoootu 55101 



P<jbruary 13, 19V5 



Tho Honorable Ocor'jo McfioVrrn, Chairman 
.Ji»le<;t CommlttrD ntx Nutrition and Human Nocdo 
Unltrd ivtati'ij Ginjate 
ftc^um an, irnatc /Vnnrx 
Waohln'jton , D.c. 202^tO 

Dcat Vnzt 



In rtv;j.(jnrn' to your trltri/ram rjurvcy dated .January 23rd, tht' Min- 
nofata ,t.itc» A<jf»nry I'j ^M-ri'ln rnplyin.j <»a<.h nt tho fjurvf.y'o 
lucfitionn M».,.,rdin'| XMv Hatlc»nal .School Lunch Proqiam, the School 
BrfaktaiJt rr<j'jram ami thi? Commudity Ol/jtrlbution I'roqram. 

1. An av.'ij.jo (jf <\Ji,l{)} paid-for lum-heo (inoludiny 2 3,lua adult 
moalfj) and 'JD, J'^1 froc mralij wore Ofrvrd oach day durimj iiop- 
t:«'mlii'r - November I'/M. Hreakfayt proyrom claimo indioatr that 
4, I a id- tor and '),O0H free break fan to Wore aerved each day 
during Decimber , VYJ'X. 

2. A<:eorUn<i to claimn for Septembor-Novemtjer of thio oehoul yoar^ 
the averafje ctKit producrintj a dunch io GfK veroua 'iSC for the 
f;am«« quarfor lont year. Aocordinq to breakfaot proyram claimo 
for ^ieptem]:l^r-r^J^;emt^6r , breakfaot ftx^d cooto (food purchaooo 
I'lurj thi' y-untu (jf obtainxn'j commodities) average 2'H . If lab<jr 
and indirect oonto are alno conaiJered th<> ooot of producing a 

^breakf.iot i'i approximately 31-35 cento. 

J.^ Student prU-ea have increaaed by an average of 'iC per lunch ^ ^ jgyiigWT 

uxx\cv laQt uchuol year. The avafat^e breakfaot price haa only 
increaoed by 3 cento, but oinco a nuini)er of breakfaot programo 
are, in p.iioi:hial fjchoolo which include the breakfaot in the 
t,uitif>n fee, XUin f I 'jure io aomowhat mioleadln»j. For eachr*fi 
' ent in* ro.ine in meal «,'iiat to payimj ntudonto there io a looo 
in partirijati'ni from fj to 10%. At leant half of the ntudento 
lijQt doVi:otrn» back into the projjrom, however. i!H."iBhi-^ 

•X. The number of reduced price mealo ocrved appear o to h<ive in- 

oreaced oince the expanded reduced price ocale took effect. Re- 
duced price lunchoo have increaoed from 5,587 each day during 
the firot three montho of laot ochool year to 14,723 each day 
tjf iJeptiTmbor-Novexnbor of the current achool year. Uoduced price 
breakfaotn have aloo increaoed from 240 daily laot yea^ to 719 , 
each day thio year. --x,. 

'i. All additional 142 ochoolo or ochool diotricto (of a', total of 700 

particlpatin'j in the National fjch<xjl Lunch Program) have initi^atcd 

redu< ed prire lun<?h proijrania j.hlo ochool year over loot ochool ^ 
year. 
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Th<» n«jfjt offectivc Icqit^lativc chanqr which wo would ri^cominonii 
ttj ht'lp fjtop the looD (jf payinq fjtudcntu in the lunch ^rnqroni 
would be the adoption uf a univorual ovjhot/l lunch prtjtjrom with 
only a nominal charqt», it any. 

Vjrioua tactorn di scoulRtjr jrrtitrr |>\irtn.ipat»ion in th<? :i<'hocjl 
Brcaktant Proqram in Minnontjta. In tho parjt , inadequate roim- 
burooinont ratoo have been a deter r(»nf , but ro<:i»nt rate incrcafiifi 
have made th<? ij^Mfeu more reaconabl(» ccjnip(»noation for the cout 
of t re^>arinq a reimbursable break t as t. In our cjwn otate, widr- 
upread buooinq of ritudento in rjoral arcaa and oome mctroiK)litan 
arean createo a timi- rjtjuoeze. The arrival timr of buooa and the 
time «^.'lanf)(»n bofjm leave g to«> little timr for a breakfaat oer- 
viu-e. AlLio, thert? irj the addititmal pa|i(»rwjrk Involved in mcyln- 
taininq separate bree^kfaat prucjram ri»(,orda and |<re|arinq another 
'jot of claima for rnimlmrocment . Deo^ite our efforto to promote 
th«» prot;ra?p, it i:j 'Jtill |H;aoibl<' that fjome 'ichocjlrj are unaware 
ot^ thc» t^rocjrom'u availability. fJcrhocjlfi may alfio retrain frcjm 
«'nterin«i th(» profjram becauiii? uf ctiCimunlty iec»linqo about break- 
fast beinj a famUly affair. 



»3. Additlc;nal incrfaner* in ruimburoemcnt rat en alon'j with an u|«jradin<j 
of the break ta.'Jt nutritional rcquireiTjc»ntn would probably improves « 
partltrl^ation. It -i protein r;om|>onent*were rerjuired in th<> brcak- 
fafit, and reiniJrjur:;eni(«nt increaned to v.uvvz thlo added corst , the 
meal wbiild be more likely to oate youncj appetites and appealing 
to ixjtcntlal participants. 

•i?^ ;:(:Ht;<iL lunch 

.^ichmjtl food service director a aci-ooo th^* state have ropeotcdl^ 
I j tatted that st;hool lunch participation woulH be increased it the 
students were oniy served fofxis which tht'y X ike and Waste would 
decrease if vcnjetables and salads wore eliminated from the Typo 
A meal pattern. It is not our roc(3mmendQti6n that »jnly pizza, 
hamburqor and hot doys be served or that veqt? tables and salad bo 

□Von thoufjh it is thou'jht that 
parftMcipatlon would Fncroaso and waste would decrease. However, 
perhaps the meal pattorft could bo mt^ro flexibjc by allowin«j for 
a ranfj,o of acceptable |Xjrtion sizes and by offerinf choitJos 'of 
foods within cac'h^mc'aT^JJomp^^ student may nut 

(jat 1/2 cup of carrr>ts, but would «at. 1/4 f.up peas and 1/4 cup 
S'iuaoh. Mthoufjh the e>y. stint; meal pattern allows for a choice 
of foods, it is not belijOvcd that schools generally otter ?IPf*^~:~s^ 
customers a choice of food items. I'He purpose of oerviny a lunch 
f>ased on^he Type A meal pattern is to ensure nutritional ade- 
(juacy, yet in some instanced when only the minimum rcquiijoments 
6f the meal pattern are served the meal would not necessarily bo 
nutritionally adequate 

Alt-hough the ijarticipation i:ato and the amount of food waste could 
be a functij)n of the meal jjattfjrn, it is thought that ttieal schd^ ^ 
dulinq, cafeteria atmosphere, meal attractivoriass, quality of food 
served and food preferences are also contributing factors which 
appear to bear on the rate of participation and the amount of food 
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waste. /Vbovo ail, tho mcQi f^ttorn a^iould not bQ modified to 
Unit tho variety of fooda conour.cd ao it io only through oatlrvg 
a vafioty pf fooda that you onouro tho cohounption of nutric{>«Co 
for which hcunan rcquircmonta have not boon cloarly dofl«l?3r^ 

BREAKFAST ' ^ , ~ ■ ^ ■ 

Although tho throo conjxjnint tninimuiii broaXfaot dooo not moot 1/3 
of the RDA'o for children 11-14, if planned correctly it can pr^j- 
vide children with a good otart toward mooting their nutritional 
necdo. The ajrroval of bread cquivalento, FN:>^ Ino true t Ion 7u3-y, 
haa addci*-^ariQtion to the bread or cereal comjjonont of the moal 
pattern and ao a r(^oult tho rate of i»articlpation ohould Incjroaar 
duo to the added flexibility in thlo meal coxni«nont. It io tllought 
that rjuggeotcd i^^rtion oizetj be » included in tho moal patitorn to be 
uocd ao guidelinro in feeding children of different agoo. ijuggootcd 
oerving oizoo for different age grpuj-a could help in docrcaoing food 
waoto. 

According to i^rooont regulopAimo, r^rpto'ln-rloh •foodo aro aerved 
only ao often ao j^aet^patjlo.VJx/io bollovcd that protoln-rigJi*^. 
foodo ohould bo Inc^d^a ao part of the break faot meal p|attorn 
twico a week In GMt^or to provide an added ooureo of protoln, in- 
treaoo tho oa^4^^yaf the meal, incroaOQ Che variation of foodo 
oorved an{> to lSiJn353o participation ao thopo foodo ar^ generally 
well accepted, ^ho uoo of fortified formulafod breakfaot cakefl 
in the breakfaot progrdto io not b9i.iovod t6 bo a nutritjonally 
cound practico/ ao tho cakoo uoually have a higher refined axi^r 
content and a higher fat content tb^ft a birakfaot <:onolDting nf 
juico/ cereal and millj. Aloo, tfjO^/JJtoo uuually lack cclluldoo 
v/hich gl'Joa bulk to tho diet and dido in the <Ugf6otion p£(i*;eoo. . 

Diocuhtinuancc of the corar^dity diotribution j^rograrh would rcguirr 
an additional caoh roimbur cement of at leaot the 10 ( entofjer 
meal now guarantond. In our opinion < comn^ity dlo£r4bat/on 
ohcjulfi bo continued and nhijuld return to-f*rovidin'j c^'hoolo'N^Ji 
tho full i^aiTiut '^f jcunr-oditieo. Many ochoolo have eitprcooed id^fcnay 
uvor their difficult ieo in purchaaing tho dry otaple c(;::sTUjdAtioo, 
Dhortoning and butter whi- h U-iDA hao n'^f Jbeen providing Miio year. 
'jutfud(^ the motrofxjli tan area of f^ur atato, fhoro io iinitcd accoaij 
t». ttvfii btvkorn and little co.-npetitlve Ijilding. VUtlj' thiiir laik 
'>f n«p«'rriaf in guantlty buying and pr^iblripo in fiLtain|ng f'«od 
{>r(Mlu t fj apprfi[^riate f i^r guaxitlty rocking /t hoar DctiMMln an^ at a 
dinadvanfagr m»w that fewer tyfco (if foodo aro bein'j distributed 
by U.-DA. • ' " 

A ret en t ourvey of Hevexal nchoola throughout Minnecota tcvvalo the 
price paid for lon jxmndo of all-purjuioe flour ranged /frnn a low of 
CIJ.'jO n(>ar the metro{K>iitan area to OlS.SO anil ev(^n 51i.4u in tho 
iolatod 'northern part of the atatt*. Theoe i rir.ea could Jjo 'Compared 
With the Oil. ih - 014. (Jf. range of pritjoo fnr the pome itcn in the 
January 2, V)7U, Information Ueloaoe - liui^nary Of' purchaao i^n do- 
meotiu dirjtr ibution ro' pived friiin the Agricultural J'tabi ligation and 
Conoervat it>n Seivti.o. 
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11. Non'food ^aasistance needs fqr n«.w programs are estimated to be — ~ 
$1,700,000 for new programs whil« existing programs' needs ar^ 

'estimated to be^ $2,600,000. This fiscal year our state expects ^ 
to receive $345,197 in non-reser\^ed (existing programs) and » 
$137,374 in reserved (new programs) non-food assistance funds. 

12. We estimate that lunch participation would rise from 65% at 

' present to 80% if the National School Lundh Program were .made 

universal with a uniform charge of 10 cents per lunch. The uni- 
versal lunch is definitely favored by our stat| agency as v^ell 
as by scl^ols participating in the program. Assuming that meal 
".costs will increase by 15* to an average of ^78 cents per me&l 
minus the 10 cents meal charge to students, annual . reimbursement^ 
needs couldu possibly rise to $69,887,367. This would be $47^041,261 
more than estiiiiated 'reimbursement for needs under current program • 
for the 1976 fiscal year. These figures, of course,, assume that 
the present commodity provisions twould be continued.^ « ^ 

13. If free and reduced pifice meai^^igibility certification were no 
longJIf required^^^ere could well be considerable savings by the 
State Ayeiicy" and by participating schools. The state agen^ could 

* save at -least a one-half man year in labor costs plus some printing 
and mailing expenses with" total estimated savings of $10,000. Aler , 
though savings by schools are more difficult to estimate, a limited* 
survey was made asking schools what extra expenses (nailing and , 
printing costs, extra labor in selling and tabulating tickets, la- 
bor costs for eligibility determination officials, etc.) are in- 
curred with the present system. Estimates differed greatly with 
the Minneapolis and St. Paul districts estimating costs of $4^00- c 
$5.00 pej: child' while smaller districts indicated certification- 
related expenses of $.50 to $2.25 per child enrolled. Using a more 
conservative estimate of S^50 per child enrolled in participating 
schools, savings would be $1,133,553. 

14. Indirect meai costs are claimed by 74% of the participants in the^ 
National School Uanch Program ifi our state. pecause the claim 

^ • o^jmsj- do not ask for a breakpiown of th^ specific expenses included 
" as indireafc^costs, we can only jtldge by our experience with indi- 
vidual programsjthat "^almost all of that 74% chaise for utilities 
commodity transportation, administrative overhead, and mB^ltime ' 
supervision ieibor costs. . \w/tv^'''"**Nt^. 

15. State reimbursement for school meals is now set at approximately 
1 1/2 cents per lunch served \n public schools (parochial Schools 

,jare specifically ex<^e^ed) and zero rei'mbursement for breakfasts. 
/ "Three years ago state reimbursement for meals was approximately 
1 cen^ per lunch. Each year tJg state legislature appropriates" 
an amount tb' cover one year's reimbursement. For tliis s^ool year 
that appropriation tfitals $1,419,000. ^ ..^^^^^^ 



Sincerely, 

\^Charles L. Matthew, Director 
-Child Nutrition Section # 
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^tatc of ^gatgatpjjt 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
G. Johnston. SurimNTKNOiNf 



DIVISION OF 
B. F. Dyal 




MNISTRATION AND FINANCE 

foiNICT*N * 

P. O. aox 771 _ ' 



JACKSON. MISS. 3^209 

January 28, 1975 



Honorable George McGovern, Senator 
United States Senate 

Select Committee On .^Nutrition And Human Needs 
Washington, D. C. ^ 

Dear Senator McGovern; 



In 



re^onse to your telegram of recent date relative to School Food S^ice 
legislation, we T)rovide you with the fQllpwing- information: - * 



2. 



a. 



5, 



Paid lunches served daily - 
Free lunches served ddily 
Paid breakfasts served dai^y - 
Free breakfasts served daily - 

Average cpst of producing 

a lunch - 
Average cost of producing a 

breakfast 
Cost of lunch compj^red to 

last year - - 

Cost of breakfast compared 

to ^last year 

Student lunch price increased- 
Student breakfast price 
increase * ^ . ~ 



151,-889 
263,335 
3,501 
20,334 



.6551 . " 

\l800 (basic breakfast)- 
Up about lOc 
Up about .03 
Approximately .05 cents 
None 



No appreciable loss of payAg students. 

Number reduced priced lunches 

served daily; - 4v^73 

Number reduced priced V 

breakfasts served^ daily - 426 

Effect of reduced priced program- _ 
Nov, 19/3 figures showed 31,486 reduced lunches, 
Nov. 1974 figures show 290,744 reduced lunches, 
(The above* figures aife cumulative. Sept, through Nov.) 

Number of districts utilizing reduced price meals - 61 

flistricts out" of . total of 150, 
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6. Legislative changes to prevent loss of paying students. 
Remove the stigma. of the free lunch by charging all students 
a small fee. 

7. Why has breakfast program not expanded^ 

(L) Administrative problems; (2) time element, that Is, * 
finding time at beginning of day; (3) record keeping 
* requirements relative to free meals, free milk and the 

attempt to protect Identity of free or reduced participants; 
(A) attltude^that breakfast should be a family obligation; - . • 
. .(5) lack of public information. 

8. Legislation that would Improve breakfast participation ai^d 
quality of breakfast, 

(1) Remove requirement of two fluids, milk and juice. 

(2) Standardize cost or charge a minimal amount for all 
breakfast (.05 as an example). 

9. Modifications in meal pattern of lunch program. 

4 No need to change niea.1 pattern, however, elimination of 
free milk would aid riiitTltlon In that food would be eaten, , 
There would be Jess plate waste. Special Milk Program 
'elimination would aid nutrition , <reduce waste and save the 
^nation more than 100 million dollars -per year. Special Milk 
Program simply not needed. ■ ' ' 

*■ . 

10. (a) If commodity program were tc^ end, how much cash per meal 
♦ would be needed to offset It? ^ 

: - * - . ■ 

Approximately 10^ per meal. * 
Continue commodity program. ^ 
Continue to prQv|ji)e protein Items and when possible, revert 
back to distribution of flour. * 

(b) No/ It Is not possible for many schools to make purcTiases 
comparable to U.S.D»A. Soihe larger districts may ^accomplish this 
but many small rural schools could not. ^ «f 

Our schools could not purchase quality ground beef as purchased 
by U.S. D. A. It appears that b^6f pQrchased by U.S.D.A. Is about 
25<? cheaper per pound. 

11. ^ Equipment needs - We have' very- little need for equipment for 'new 

programs since we serve all public, schools and all but a very few 
eligible private schools* ^ 
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13. 



14. 



Equipment needs for existing programs - There is a continuous ^ 
need in this area. We could ^fectively use'about $250,000 per 
year over an extended period. 

Funds expected this year: $250,000 unreserved and $150,000 
reserved. (We cannot possibly use more than $40 - 50,000 of * 
reserved, funds.) ' ,. 

Percentage participation if School Lunch Program were to be made 
universal? Small increase, because we already serve 84% in average 
daily attendance. ^ ^ V». * 

We would look witti gredt favor on a lOC program because we feel that 
^a high percent^e of students could and would a/ford lOC. The problem 
of small percent that could not pay lOc could be eli^dnated by accepting 
food stamps in lieu of cash. ■■. y * 

.^^ > 

At lOC per meal, collected from each meal served, we would collect 
approximately"?^ 7. 200. 000 per year. 'i;;iis is about 60-70^1: of the 
amount collercted presently. * ' . 

How much money could be saved 'by ^nstitu^ting a universal program? ' 
No way to provide a feasible estimate, however, considerable time, 
and effort would be saved. A much more favorable public image would 
b6 accomplished and better"*«oope;:ation on the part of school adminis- 
trijtors. \^ 

P6rcent> ef school districts charging the lunch program for cost of: 



15. 



Utilities 

Transportation of U.S.D.A. 
foods 

Administrative overhead 

Employme*nt £it personnel for 
supervision 




- Approximately 10% 

- ^7,' 

None for administration. 
30X for supervision 

- 5% 



t levels of state reimbursement U 



"> For lunches 
\ For breakfast 



\ Increase irr three years 
Total State money for 
current year 



JHW:ah 



.0075 cents i^er lunch 

- None 

About''). 0025 x:ents per lunch. 

- $664,110 

Sincerely, , 

, J.' H. Walker 
As'slst^nC Director 
Admlnlstratloni^and Finance 
t 
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STATE DEPARTMENT OP EDUCATION 
DiviMon of Public ScKooU 

J m mm o n Botuorf ^ 
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Tht HonortbHrGtorgt McGov«rn, Chairman ' , 
U. 5. Stncta Salect Committee 
on Nutrjtlon and Human Naad$ 
Room 301 Senate Annex 
Washington, D. C. 20510 - 

Dear Senator HcGovern: 

This Is In response to your recent telegram In which you have requested specific 
Information on 15 Items dealing with the operation of Child Nutrition Program! In 
our State. 

We shall try to respond to theie 15 questions In the order In which they were • 
stated In the telegram. - 

(1) Out of an average daily attemjance of 96i(,589, an average of k06,k\\ students 
paid for their lunches and an additional 163,092 lunches were served dally 
to needy students during November. 

- Under the breakfast program, an average of 1,0^(0 students paid for their 
breakfasts and an additional 22,239 were served free dally. 

(2^) It Is estimated that the average cost for producing a Type A lunch In our 
State this year will, be 72 cents. On the basis of November reports, the 
average cost of producing a school breakfast was ^^*l/2 cents. 

(3) It has been our observation that the charge for student lunches has In* 
creased on an average of 8 to 10 cents over last year. It Is our best 
Judgment that this Increase In price has had a direct bearing on a 
'd^fcreasft In the number, of students buyljig their lunches. A part of this 
decrease can be attributed to the Inflation squeeze on parent budgets; 
however, there Is a possibility that some of the students we have lost 
as paying students are now receiving reduced price lunches Or, In some 
Instances, free lunches under the Income guidelines. 

Most of the children being served the breakfast program are lo.cated . ' 
In Ifew Income areas and are recelvljng the breakfasts free. We have not 
noted an Increase In the charge tor breakfasts, which remains it 10 
cents, and Is the same as last yeV< 7 

(^) On the basis of our latest ^nformatjlon,' $,933 red.uced price lunches are 
b^lng served dally and an average of U? reduced price breakfasts are 
b6lng served. For the same month «year ago, an ^average of 608 reduced 
price lunches were served and no breakfes,ts were served In tKe reduced ' 
price classff katlon. 
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As a result of the expanded reduced price program thl^ year, particlpa- 
" tlon has Increased from 1,639 the highest month to the present S'.SBB. 

Out of a total of 808 districts participating In our. programs , 721 have 
adopted both the freq and reduced price offerings, Jith only 8? exer- 
cising their option to extend free lunches only. 

1 would be hesitant In recommending what ^iegl s i at I changes should be 
made to stop the loss of paying students In the lunch program. -On the 
basis of my conversations with many school admtn 1st rators , parents who 
have been paying for their children's lunohes aver the years are reluc- 
tant to make application for reduced prlclp'* I unches , which they look 
upon as charity. We doubt that any legislative changes wl H result in 
a change In parent attitude toward social welfare programs. More and 
more It ^s 'apparent that the American people are jooking upon the 
Nartional School Lunch Program as one that Is Intended prlmaflly for 
welfare children-. We do not feel that parent attitudes toward accept- 
ing charity as a way of life can be changed by Federal legislation. 

-it Is our opinion that lack of Interest In Initiating breakfast programs 
has several explanations. First, schools have experienced financial 
difficulty in the operation of their lunch program and are hesitant In 
Incurr In't}^ add! t lonal expense for anot^^r food service. A breakfast pro- 
gram requires reschedu 1 1 ng o f classes, earlier bus routings, reschedul- 
ing personnel, and to date, a lack of Interest In participation In thos.o 
schools where the program Is In qperation. In some Instances, school 
administrators and food service personnel are overloaded with other pro- 
grams and there Is a prevailing attHude In our State that the serving 
of breakfasts Is a family rospons lb H 1 ty; I eertyloly would not attrib- 
ute the slow rate, of expansion to a lack of jfo^lc Information. In 
addition to news releases and Information distributed by community action 
commltt&es, all schools In Missouri hayc been supplied with Information 
on the aid available for the initiation of a breakfast program.. 

In my opinion^ there Is Utile that can be done with the legl s I a t Ion to 
Improve the participation rate in the breakfast program. 

We do not feel that there Is need for modification In the Type A meal 
pattern for the National School Lunch Program. 'We have over the year^ 
encouraged schools, part Icularlyb at the high 532hoo I l^vel, to Involve 
students in menu planning and to offer a choice of Type A lunches. We 
feel that the pattern Is sound and sufficiently flexible to offer menus 
the children will accept and, with p little encouragement through rrutrl- 
tlon education In the classroom, Schools could cut foqcT waste to a 
minimum. Students need to be romlnCled of the lifetime benefits of 
nutritionally adoquptc lunches and the true jftjrpOses for which the 
National Schopl Lunch Program was ostobllshod. This should be a part 
of the cdu(«atIonal process. 
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In those ochpolo where □ breakfast program if In operation and o'lncc 
reimbursement rates are more flexible, we woild recommend an improve- 
ment I n the present minimum breakfast requ I refrxjn t s . 

Ho) (A) In th<> event the comnxidlty progranj I s, d I scont I nucd and replaced 
with cash on a per meal basis, we would propose that the present lovt;) 
of 10 cents be continued and be Increased each^ycar In line wUh the 
consumer food index. Commodity aid ^hrOugh the School Luqch Program 
has been traditional since Us Inception In \^^^ , The base upon which 
coRFiodlty aid was established must be maintained. It Is my sincere 
belief that the schools of this nation would receive more for their 
dolljr through a ".um JuC for a number of reasons. Millions of cofrmo- 
dity dollars are being expended for administration at the Federal, 
regional, and local levels. Warehousing, transportation, cold storage 
costs, and handling at the Federal, State, and local levels continue 
to escalate. Schools would then be In a position to purchase more In 
line with their capacity to store and utillic more efficiently. Federal 
purchase and shipping schedules are much too erratic, and over the years 
and still today are related to the need for surplus removal operations. 
Budgets at thU' local level must be established prior to the opening of 
a school year. If schools cpuld rely on a \ich out on conwodltles, 
better planning and purchasing can be done. 

? 

(0) It Is our opinion that most schools could purchase from local 

wholesalers and distributors, the various food Items required, just 

as economically from the standpoint of the taxpayer's dollar that goes •'' 

Into actual food when we give consideration to the amount of Federal 

dollars that are expended for administration, storage, repackaging, 

handling, and transportation In getting these foods Into the various 

States. 



(M) It Is our best judgment that If. we could encourage all of the nO-program 
schools In our State to accept participation In the School Lunch Program 
we would need approximately $100,000 In reserved equipment funds. For 
our existing programs, It Is conservatively ootlmat-ed that we could use 
$500»,000 during this school year. Our Federal allocation of nonfood 

^ assistance fahds this year totals $(131 ,32^4, of which S8i»,809 Is reserved 
for no-program schools and $3^6,515 for existing programs. 
/ • 

-'(♦12) On the basis of our many discussions with school administrators. It Is 

our best judgment that even with a universal program we could opiy expect 
a maximum potential participation of approximately 85 percent. It Is our 
feeling that if a lO-cent charge for lunch was assessed all gfudonts our 
potential part Iclpat iQh would probably decline to 75 percent^ as wc may bo 
el Imlnatlng some of the moot needy of the needy. I would not poroonally 
favor such a p/ogram. 

<^ ■ ' " 

\ 
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Basad on our averige dally attendance for tha last full month upon which 
we hau« data, we had an average dally attendance of 96^iS89< 1^ we . 
reach an average of 83 percent, or 819,901 children, over a period of 
I?'* ochool dayo, we would be serving lii2 ,662, 77^ lunches. Our calcula- 
tions tell us that If we served 1^2,662,77^ lunches at the present cost 
of 72 cents a universal program would require an expenditure of 
5102, 717,197 In Missouri alone. This Is $7'*,'*'*^f,567'aiore than the 
$28,272,630 wo anticipate we will receive this year under Sections k 
and 11. The savings would bo minimal should a lO-cont chorgo bo 
assessed all students. 

Strictly on the basis of tax dollars required for a universal program 
at both the Federal and State levels, an/j until nutrition oducailpn 
bccotvo a reality in our c l^ssrooni:^ , 1 porsunal ly. would not favor a 
universal free lunch program, 

(1)) it would bo difficult at this point to Identify with any dcgroo of 

accuracy how nuich tlmo and nx)ney our State would save under a universal 
program. Certainly, accountability would be required much tho oanie as 
under the present program. We do not anticipate thQ(t there would bo 
much of a reduction In Federal and State administrative cost; however, 
wo do feel that much of the paper wprk and reporting could be elimi- 
nated drast leal ly , 

Over the pa^t 29 years, we as well as other States throughout the 
nation had encouraged local^ichool districts to assume »uch costs ai 
utilities, custodial service, and school administrative overhead as 
a normal cost of operation. Generally, such costs were not charged 
against tho School Lunch Program! As reimbursement rates under 
Section II have been Increased at the federal level and categorical 
State matching has been mandated by Federal regulations, It has been 
necessary under cost accounting to require schools to go back and 
pull out oil of these costs (both direct and indirect) In order to 
Justify the reimbursement extended for the free lunch child. Each 
year since such justification has been required (both direct ond 
Indirect), more and more ^chools have shown a tendency to shift from 
indirect to direct costing since these costs have now been identified. 
There appears to be a tendency and attitude toward making the School 
Lunch Program pay its own way and to reserve limited tax monies 
available to the local districts 5.trlctly for Instructional programs. 
As inflation continues to escalate and State matching of the Section 
U gr^nt has been mandated by the Federal Government, It has bcon^ 
noted that more a/^d more teachers, through their aoooctatLons and fj 
Ajnlono, are demandlpg a iut'j fvco lunch period.. This has resulted 
in a transfer of Supervision during tho lunch period id toi^^hcr liioo 
and an indiPoct tost against the lunch program for thi s'^sorvl cc. In 
some instanctfSp wo have observed that this service Is being roporto^ 
• as a direct co^t. Under our reporting a/stem, we require all schcK)ls 
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fLJl^ iraniportatlon and conmtrcla I ./lold iCQrig. coft. of USOA 
^ /h • .xpendltur... ThI, Item 1, becoming ' 

^ mora and mora ilgnlflcant at transportation rates and the cost of 

comnarclal stora^a wUhIn tha States contlnua to escalata. 

^'^^ Wll tha current laval of State relmbursament far 

unch' o hl'J H* 'lu mroKlnmi. .0172 for each ralmbuPsable 

f ^V*n ^^'^^ reimbursement funds are applied to the 

nn^? LhT i^verage.rate of State reimbursement funds 

per tunch for fiscal 1972 amounted to Jlscal I973r .0069; and 

fiscal year I97«», an average of ,0U5. |^ « » 

I^^Al?%n''°^h""' "^tchlno for fiscal years 1972 and 1973 amounted 
h« In.;. '''' State rnotchlno. 

the ap^»roprlfltion for flsca^ year I97«» aawunied to $1,320,652. It Is 
antlclp-otod that In fiscal 1975 51.689.^77 will be required to meet 
^Ir^rl'^^n"'? i'f*' matching. This amount has been appropriated at the 
. Jiaie lovo) ond Is available for distrlbulfon to our schools. 

n'nZ ?;r^! '.'uk''' ^^^^"'"9 informotl^n will bo of assistance to your com- 
'^ntin.i the jnd Ntitr.tion ScrvUo Pruqram^. Jn fiscal year I976. 

« • *. 54nct»rcly. 

Earl M. Lon0k<)p ypl roctor 
School Food Services 




9l 



ERIC 



ss 




i>a''i«ici': ii5i'' 'I'MK WNU'i-: MiriM':i n M'; V'l' 




'Ill <ii4i ^ 1 m u 

4o.i. .■.i.ii.jJiMi 




I!. G. Senate JwlCr t fiorrsnl tiro 

on NutrlCltm antl Humn Nrcdo 
I'nltcil LJtnrtrE l>('mtti 
Waohlnaum, 1), C. 2(l'>10 

Pear fUr: ' 

ACtailird lo tiur rroponao to your trlri,rsra January 21, 1971 rrqtirotlna 
Informtltm im (lillil N'utrltlun ProBrfin^'i \u Montana. 

Hilo Infornntltin pcrt.ilnn only tn public ochunla ao private ochuol 
fox>d pronrana arc adnlnlotprcd by the* FnoU anil N*utr(tl<in ^irrvltr Of flic 
In iMllcin . 

BtiDlt' prni'ran Infnmntlon In for tlu' rnontti tif Dcccir.b('r V)Ti and tfonparlnono 
arr with Itfi rrJu r of , ^ s 



If you hnvi' any qurotlnna \ir If we my br of furthrr ai^ntnncr, picaor 
Irt un Umm. 




filncrrcly, 




fiuprrvloor 

Hchool Fmn) 'iorvlt'ro 



(^nt'fudurr 



February 1, 19^5 



Child Nutrition r»n»graaa in Mootnna 
Hchmyln vUh Inoch ^nnrnrin 

Nurbcr of fithoolo 3^5 *' 

Averaco Daily Partitlpfltlon 79.199 aq ai/i 

Dally P.id uvaXa • 59 5,0 ^^'^ « 

Dally ncdutcd 1^770 . 

Percent A DP. of AHA 50- ^* 

Percent Paid of Aa\ 447 

Portrnt Frcf & nrduccd of ADA I A? 127 

You will not'o there brtn ^ two percent Incrcaar In tho percent of patd 

orJ cd^nl^^n - " J*' ""^ ' f'-*' and reduced 

prucd ccfllo ocrvcd In rrlfltlun to Aa\. 

.nr>io»_]in wUli_nrpnl<fnnt: Prn^irnm 



Munhor of MdmoJo 

ADA 

ADP 

DreakfpotD nerved Prrc 
Roditccd Prlto 

Percent Free and Re-duccd of ADA 





1971-7A 


AO 


JO 


10,613 




),2A2 


2.065 


1 , 9*J0 


1 ,677 


59 


0 


in 





•nie orowth of tho brcdkfaot proKran U Montofu lo oeverely Irflilblted by ' 
att t«d nnl fQctoro related to^famlly function and conorqucnt Uck of nupport 
by locfll ochool boardfj and adralnlQ tratoro . 

Hie ootlnato of avoraije coot per lunch ocrvcd thla year, not Including 
gonnodltloo, la 7O cotilo. The 1973-74 oyeraBe wao approxlfcately 65 cento. 

;;p^oM^^c1^ATera:" '^'^^ ^^^"'^ ^^^^^^^ --^^-^ 

•mo charBo to the child for lunch and brcakeooto hao Incrcnocd on tho avcranc 
approxlrr^itoly five cento por meal. Wlien corrparcd to tho other price Incrcaieo, 
thin Dakoo ocmol food projjratno a better buy than before. Thlt) factor and our 
% ? '"•'il?*' proprano nu.re attractive trjy account for our Incrcaolnfi rate 

of participation. 



See number one above. 



VrjPf^cw achoolo offered the reduced price cealo prior to thlo year. Approx- 
/r^c^fn 'ti u'' ^^l ochool dlotrlcto with lunch prograna offer reduced price 
^ccalo. The number of|ellfllble fanllleo oubmlttlno oppllcatlono ban been very 
low. -nao my bo bccouoe It J.ao not boon offotVd to the majority of ollBlble 
foDl loo prior to thlo year and ollnlblc fanllleo are reluctant to oubmlt 
oppllcatlono. 



Intrt'oocd federal Tclchiirocincnt to allou nchonlo to reduce the chQr)|c to the 
khlld Jnd nalntaln or Irjimvc the proarnft vtthout Ihirenolmi tlie local dlotrUt 
btirdi'n. ^ ■ / 

(lunF.i- tho'^nane fnnn hreakfaot to on.ick prcinrtin, Thlo uotfld ht lp ren:ovc i 
attttutJtnal <>bjcctlono relative to ^he f anl ly Junt^t Ion . Aloo, provide for 
oervln^ In either the AM, ill or both during the ochool day, I.e. rooming onack, 
•aCtomoon oaacU . I do not feci thlo will detract (ron the lurich prograni but 
will Inotcad b'rlnij children Into the cafeteria. 



9. 



t>ono. Every effort ohotild bo nado to Irrprovo local progtaco and ircduco the 
InotltuClonal focdlnB aipecta. Thla would Inclado core care In the preparation 
and aorvlng of food, grtatcr ccphaila on educational »nd nutrlfironal sapecta 
ond loao on feeding hungry needy children. . Many ell'giblo fanillon feel that 
ochool food progranj arc charity and will not p^tictpatm. Many children from 
wealthier fanilioo are aldo nutritionally doprlOcd, 

A(l) N xnlnlcAp «(. l5*cwFrto por ncol. i 



\?ndct Ided/ PjXjd^ purchased thlo ^<?0r hove been very accpptoblo- TrdbliTio* 
nottlno ioS^\ to local achoolo oonetlret) out wei(;h t|K? advanta^iea. 

!jo:Ic foydo noy be obtained fairly conti latently at the aovx price by locol 
dlotrl»?eo. At. certain tlnoo, othoj* fooda ray be purchnoed locally at 
rcaoonohle coatp . 

X ■ ■ , 

"Die eotinnted need for nonfood nf><^lRtance Jliiiido 'thlo year lo npprojclnJtcly 
0l75i,OOn. n»e »ll«vQiion la 095,000. Fqr/ixiatinB proRrnran, the need la 
O9'i,0no with O^"2,00n avoilflble^ 



\2. (n» I would antU-lpote an Incrct'^oe in f^fttcipation frop^SO' to 85*", of ADA. 

(h) I would favor ouch a procWci. enttmtcd funds needed at a child f 

ihafiit' ot 10 cent3 per z\c^J^j3/rf ao foljowa; 



Ant It Ipatcd A^ 



(lo. fichool Dnyo 



180 



Relmburocrxnt 



Total 



6bc per real « 5l<i ,2*i6 ,000 



\\.'' It Id Inpooolhle to eotimtp the tine and money to be oavrd In Montana If 

rtqulrcraento rennrd.inc certification of need were olininatod. Necdlcoa to ooy, 
it would bcr^conniderable. Tliin wuld bo true only If they were not replaced 
with rtthpr kindo of rcqul fcr.ento . 



Perient of ochool dl 011*1 eta charfllnn the followinn to the lunch proRVam: 

(o) UtllltlPD 2^*^ 
(bi Coot of acqulrlnn WjhX foodn lOO?. 

fJtJiool Adniniotratlve overhead CT. 
(d) *Erploynent 60n. 



7 ' » 

T * 



15. The otato ro*lr.buractnent Co ochool f^od program io tnado ao a gne tine caoh 
paynent each yepr. The total each acllool dtatrlct .recolvco la baaed on the 
percent of federal roinburoer.ont it hoc received for the year. The ainount of 
Dtotc fundo appropriated io Qufficiont to noet, fedoral»rcquirotr.onto and for 
fiocdl year 1975 Ifl 5228,880. 
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NfWfUL Jt; Mint 

C»HlirMIOM|ll 

noaiiir l. BiiuNKLLf 

QIFUTV CaHMIIIlOMlll 




•T*V| MOUtI AMNII 
C0WC0M9, NISI 



•TATI OF N«W HAHFtHIRK 

OEFAHTMkNT br IDUCATtON 



Pibruary i£L 1975 



Sinator (/■orii McGovirn, Chiircan 

U.S.. Sinati Silicc Cotsrilttii on Nutrition 

and Hu!r.in Niidi 

Sanata Offlca Building 

Waahingcon, DC 20510 

/ ). . . * 

Daar Sanator McGovarni 

In raaponaa to your calagram of January 23rd cha followlni data apply to* 
tha Scata of Nav Hattpahlrai 

1) Kow niny paid for and fraa iunehaa, on tin avarAga, ara aarvad Iti 
Naw i!ap.pahlra aach day? Braakfaaca?^ - 

Lunchaa - Avaraga Dally 

1974 1973 ^ 



Public Schoola 
' Fraa 

Paid 
Private Schooii 

Frae 

Paid . 



Public Schoola 
Frea 



Paid 



16,201 
67,637 

\ 

631 
2,674 

Braakfaaca - Avaraga Dally 

1974 1973 

350 V. - 
1,231 



U13 



Private 'u htiolo 
Frco 



Vi 



20 



2) Avor.iRp mat ootlnntprj In Ncv Harplihlrp for prmhii lnr> a lunt h for floinl 
I"?;"*. nrcaUfaot. * 



tunt'h - AvProRf' <'oot For Plotc 
1971 



Pub Hi ^f^liir l o 

Private **chnolo , 



PiiMlt ^ithooln 
Private nchiiola 



DronUfaot - Avornpo foot Per Plnto 

■«^r<b ,1200 

.fl9il .7000 * 



.1) !^t'«-1cflt lunch prlt'oo hovo not Inrroanod *m the nvornnc over loot yonr. 
iuQ to Inrrcnooo In Portion IV rolnburocncnt ond enrrcapond Ing Im rcanoa 
In ntoto rolnburootr^ont no a ronult of the nafrhln^ foraulo," wcrvcrc able to 
"tntu! rtff, nt le«0t untU nld- JnnuarVi a nlckol p^r /plate Incronoc. Fvon 
with thlo liDMlnR nrtlon on nchool lun{ h* prleon, thrro uao a contildcirahlc 
loota nf paid lunch part Ir Ipnt Ion •Jufln« ttic onrly part of tho foil, In 
fact i^ur flguroo Indlrnto there wan a Inoo of appro«lnntol v ll,00n ncalo 
por*dnv arump paving otudontn. \<c have rctoupcd our looooG hAuovor, In 
tcrntj fif pTr t It Ipat Ion, flo that lanunrv nur flj^HrOo wore again relatively 
f (irparable In torno of avorngc fJnUy partic ipation with provlouo ycxiV. To 
pfirOMo rhe laouo, Ehla agenrv hao liona npoc*lal mlvertlolng point Inn ""t 
the .)0!t IjftjDlnH fOE3t t lauoe whl( h ^uM nnko nany nlf!«11o Jnrono fajijHcn 
ollgiblo for porijt.lr ipat Ion at rp lui cd prlt e. 



^) RoiJiit'OjJ Prlrc I.unrh(>o 
Pub 11* 't'hooln 
• Prlvare ^i haolo * 
notJtit'c! Prli'O DrcaJtf aqto" 
^ Pub 11' turn In 
Private <^»(*lu>olo 



1971 



1.16) 

loVi 



271 
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5) The effect of the e^xpanded reduced price program on participation is 
BtlU difficult to measure.. Many school dlstnicts were not aware, 
althcuB.h thev had been Informed, of tWe difference in revenue with respect 
to reduced price rates. However, even last year with J:he expanded scale 

for reduced price lunche^s, we were not successful , in adding Urge numbers ' 
of children in^this category to' program participation.^, , 

6) * I would seem to this agency that with the northern New HampalUre ethic 
of wanting to pay for something rather than accepting anything that's 
materially a welfafe program, th'at ^bstantiaUy larger numbers of students 
would participate in the National ScIio<5l Lunch and Breakfast Program if 
there vere a universal reduceTd priced lunch at say 25 ar even 30 cents per 
lunch.*; 

7J The Schoo'l Breakfast Program is not particularly popular' with school 
administration. T think the major problem in development of program ■ 
participation is related to the large numbers of stu^lent's being bus^d and,, 
the difficulty of getting students all on school grounds in time to 
participate in a reasonable breakfast program. For this reason administration 
has balked at even instituting such programs. Then too, a great deal'of the " 
public- does not agree with the whole concept of even eating breakfast. 
Amerii^an dietary patterns have changed over th6 past few years and many, 
many people do not have more than a glass of lallk or cup of coffee for 
breakfast, nationwide. From t he .nutr it ionist ' s point of view this is 
deplorable; it. is a fact of life in American society. It is our feeling * 
that this is the major reason for lack of public demand ^nd program 
implementation, i^ere we do have breakfast programs operating however, ajid 
once the population is accustometj to having their children participate, we 
have noted that there has been considerable participation. 

8) We have been experimenting with a mid-morning nutritious stiack program 
in lieu of breakfast programs, but totally subsidized by children's payments. 
Tn pursuing^ this kind of program we have been emphasizing fruit along with * 
the •nld-morning or recess milk received under the Special Milk Program. in 
mv' opinion, legislation which would allow us more flexibilij^y with i»espect 
to both breakfast pattern ^nd time of day at which the breakfast program ought 
be to offered would substantially help the^rogtam . Many younger children^ 
upon arising, faced with a long bus trip. To' not eat because otherwise 
they would be car aivk in JJoe^^ool bus. As a result the^rrive at the 
schooj without breakfast /Snd perhaps with a little queazy stomach from the 
Kmg bus ride. - We have in tho.se schools where student groups offer various 

saack items at the mid-morning recess found that there is a large 
participation. If we are Interested in providing a 1 ta^nat Ives for children 
and in particular offering these materials to the less fortunate child perhaps 
these kinds of programatic changes would be helpful. With respect to 
modifications in the mepal pattern, we are forced by the U.S.D.A. regulation 
to Insist on the delivery of the entire amount in the Type A pattern. We 
have experience, from observing serving lines that students have cgtergorically 
announced to the server that they did not care for a portion of a certain* 
product. The product was delivered and promptly thrown out. It would seem to 
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urn thm Type A progmra la a major c.ontrlbuter tQjood waatage in the Nation 
at thla point in tio^. If raddif ic'ationa weri' to b« mada in the rae«l - • 
pattern I think* that it would ba reaaonable to raqueat that theae 
modlficationa identify with current life atyles in Amarican aociety. 
Lunch ^or moat Americana coiisiat of # iandwich, a beverage and either fruit 
or-aome aort of baked product. IC would aeem that there might Be an 
alternative level of Type A funding that would allow. ua to have a mini 
Type A pragram if. yo^i will. 

lOA) The attitude of thia ngency is to ae« the. end of the Commodity 
program and to receive dollars- in. lieu of cdiranoditiea . The 10 cent rate 
aeema -to ua to be reaaonable, however with the receipt o'f'caah thia agency 
would enter into a cooperative buying program with the variourf achool 
agencies in order to purchase' those commodities which are commensurate with 
the dietary habita o£ ,this^part of the country. Thi* ia not to criticize - 
the purchases of the U.S.D.A.»in terms of types of commodities for fiscal 
1975. ^owBver, it continuea tp irk as that the Department of Agriculture 
ahoulcffeie competi^ng in the open market place for my consumer 4<ill*J^ ^nd 
thereby forcing the retail price of^ food stuffs up to me as a prTT'lite- 
citizen. This haa serious implementations for food stamp recipients* 
Perhaps this jwhole area should b^ looked into J 

lOB) In our opinion it. is possible for the schools to purchase in a 
cooperative scheme and to buy from local wholesalers as reasonably and as 
cheaply as the United* States Depaiftment of Agriculture is able to do for us. 

11^ Our equipment needs >are of courae slowing down as we put more achoola 
onto the program. Under our Master Plan of implementation of the National 
School Lunch Program we have 'programed the receipt of approximately ^ 
$120,000 to $130,000 of npnfood asaiatance each year. Thia year our receipt 
was approximately $128,000. 

12) Percentage increase In participation of courae would probably double , 
under auch a program. We feel that a 10 cent figure ia aomewhat low however 
We agree that at a 10 cent rate tha need for totally free lunchea would be 
minimal. In fact our agency would aee no need whatsoever for the 10 cent 
lunch being provided free. In tha area of achool adminiatration we figure 
that approximately $958,000 would be aaved annually ii^ thia State in 
adminiatrative time, paper ahuf fling, and paper, not to mentiori governmental 
ovaraaeing expenaea for the ^dii(|Lniatratioa of the vary complex ragulationa 
utilized currently to determine (ree and reduced price meal recipienta. To 
operate tha program at tha 10 cent per meal %€Vtl we would eatimate a 
probable 72% participation or approximately 137,024 'children per day/ At 
^hia rate t^l^a operating expanae for the entire ayatam would be $16,554*818. 
Anticipated revenue from atudenta at the 10 cant rata would be $2,466,432 
leaving ua with an operating expenaa of $14»088,38r6. Currant federal granta 
for school lumih including nonfood asaiatance and atate adminiatrative 
expense totay $2 ,814 , 016 lesving s net smount to be funded of $11,274,370, 



13) Projecting the coat Cor unlveraal free program we .anticipate 
approximately 862 of our student population would participate. jQhis'^ 

. equates to an operatirrg expense of $19,7A1,33A per annum. In pvr:view 
the amount of state administrative expense would probably no^^ocr 
sigiiif icl^tly reduced since unioubtly federal regulation, if,' this program 

• "Was entirely federally funded, would become more .complex i;/^terras of 
the state i^csponsibility for supervision of local prograijv^operations . Aa 
mentioned above there wbuld be $958,QDd saving statcwld^ in t^rms of 
administrative expense fot the business of free and r^uccd price me^il 
recipient certification. The question i» one of attliude. Certainly a 
reduction of complexity of the admintptrative dif^icSlty would make the 
program much more acceptabl/s to school BdminiBtrstifon, In «?ur view the 
Vey to opsrstions of this sort is positive edminijtretive attitude. In, 
terms of benefits to children, we would*Buggest,>thst the 'univsrssl or " ^ 
ths 10 cent- scheme ml^ht well ^efult in- considftsbly greater numbers of 
students psrticipating thfn currently do. A ^ote of comment on pur figure 
of 86Z participatioi\ in a universsl program. It is our opinion that no 
matter how the" program is presented there will be s certain number of 
students on a daily basis who^will cither be absent or who will^not 
participate for various personal attituduil reasons. 

^14A) All school districts have been irjgtructed to charge their lunch 
program for the cost .erf utilities. Mj|ny districts howev^ are having 
g'!Vart difficulties in defining the aH,^rOpriate dollar amounts for utilities 
since it is infrequent that these aj^s metered separately from the remailider 
of the school. For this reason. we have asked school districts to use 
similar methods for the allocation, of U.S*D*A foods as are found in HEW*s 
Handbook ^'2, revised. v •* 

lAB) Transportation of U.S.D.A. foods are chaYged at a percentage of their 
wholesalTe value by the N^ew Hampshire State Distributing Agency. We do 
permit the school districts to charge the transportation cost of U.S.D.A. 
foods aa a legitimate cost of. food expense. School administrative overhead 
is not allowable as an Expense item due to restriction by a FNS instruction 
letter , 

■ • »r V 

IAD) Most school districts would like to charge for the employment of 
personnel ^f or supervision- l(urlng the lunc"h period. At this point in tfime » 

•however, a federal audit tcamjts in our.^tate and they have disallowed the • 
cost of employment of pflrsonnej:^ supervision during the lunch^period as a 
result of-TNS instruction //796-'3. Th*lr theory is that school districts 
arc required to sui)port t|ie supervision of children during that period 
of time during which the childrjm M'C in school and therefore this ia 
not a legitimate charge on the ptKjTof the school district for th6 
school lunch program. This agency is inclined to agree with that 
philosophy, gtatc t^imbursemcnt has bcen^ defined by the legislature as 
the minimum amount as required under regulations surrounding public Lav 

'9^248. No state reimbursement level has been determined for breakfast. 
Due to Me escalator clause included in public Law 91-248 the percentage of 



1)0 . 

state ouitching money has Incrcaaed annually, The total appropriation for 
fiscal 1975 for state matching money is $246,000. 

Sinceifoly vour^, 

Ccorge A. Buaaell • 

Director, Food & Nutrition Service 

GAB:df ' 
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* DEPARTMENT 'OF EDUCAt/9jy 

THENTON, NEW je««Y ^^jjl' 

• . DIVISION OF rALD'SEWJ'CES 
Bureau of Food Program AditifnHtration 



Kebruary 10, 1975 



4 0 

The Honorable iSeorge McQpvern 
Chainnan, United States Senate Select . 
Cofniifttee on Nutrition and Human Needs 
Washlngtofl^ D. C. ^ , 

Dear Senator McGovern; 



This Is In reply to your requ6n for Informatlcin regarding the 
Child Nutrition Programs In New Jersey. 

1. *Av9t»age Dally Participation (Public and Private) 

♦ A. National Schbol Lunch Program 

Fiscal 75 Fiscal 76 

Paid ^ 245,946 294,613 

Reduced 6,626 9,661 

Free 167,380 0 209,856 



V 

iranr* 



B. School Breakfast Progranl 

Paid 10,335 12,946 , 

Reduced 1 ,649 1 ,325 

Free ^ 24,417 28,227 

Average Cost of Producing (Providing) a Meal In School ^ 

Fiscal 74 ' Fiscal 75 

Lunch - .80 $ .lio5, 

Breakfas*t $ .40 $ .45 
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3. Tht Incrtist In studtnt price over list yeir 1s is follows: 

Lunch $ .05 

Sreikfist $ .05 ^ 

New Jersey sets nnxlmum prices for both lunches end breikfists 
' served to children. This prtctlce controls jncreises end prevents 
'adverse effects on partlclpttlon. I would recommend this procedure 
1ji ill states. 

4. There will be a significant Increase in the number of reduced-price 
lunches served In New Jersey In Fiscal Year 1976 since a State law 
will mandate that schools offer both free and reduced-price lunches 
1h schools that have fivi percent of enrollment eligible for such 
lunches. ' ♦ . * . • 

5. The School Breakfast Program has not expanded at the same rate as 

the Lunch Program bec^iuse of all of the reasons outlined In your 
telegram. New Jersey school administrators are especially reluctant 
to initiate Breakfast Programs since State law requires most schools 
to Initiate. Lunch Programs starting In Septanber, 1975. Many School 
BoardsdS not feel that they should o'ffer both programs. 

6. Permanent legislation In the Breakfast Program woukJ help exl)and the 
Program. Recent budget cuts as proposed by the administration make 
program expansion difficult even If the budget k restored. A 
permanent program with adequate funds would tend to produce quality 
and in my opinion quality dictates participation. 

7. Suggested Meal Pattern Changes 

A. Remove thq butter requirements In the Lunch Program. 'Also 
change the fruit and/pr vegetable requirement that stipulates 
* two sources of such fruit and/or vegetables. 

8. If the cormodlty prog^^am would end, we would need $.10 per meal. This 
relmbursefwent shouldT)e tied to an escalator clause. I do want the 
cofimodlty program to continue but suggest the flexibility that would 
provide cash to school districts serving a high percentage of prepackaged 
meals. 



I 
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9. In mr^plnlon, It Is generally not possible for schools to purchase 
from locel wholesalers iis cheij^Ty t» the' United States Department 
of Agriculture Is able to purchase. 

This Is especially true In small school districts. New Jersey has 
605 "school districts many of which are small. ? , 

10. Our equipment needs In terms of dollars Is as follows: 

FISCAL 75 >FISCAL 76 

Reserved $1,586,555 $3,000,000 

Unreserved $ 288,653 $1,000,000 

I suggest greater flexibility In allocating Non-Food Assistance funds 
to school districts. The reserved aspects of the program are too 
restrictive. 

lU A universal reduced-pr*1ce program could possibly Increase participation 
by 75%, I would favor such a program / 

12. The time and money (administrative) saved by a universal prograni would 
be great.' This savings would be primarily, at the school district level 
where i great amount of time and money Is spent on certlflcatlpn 
paperwork. I cannot, at this time, estimate funds that could ^e 
saved. 

13. Percent of districts that^tffJargTVor the following costs; 

A. UtITItles 23S 

B. Transportation of U.S.D.A. Foods 5025 ^ 

C. School Administrative Overhead (Including Director) A0%\> 

D. Lunch. Period Supervision 25!^ 



14. State Reimbursement 

^ All Lunches $ »06 
Reduced Price 

Lunches $ .07 average 

Rrec Lunches EHI avera&e 

— 9t**:s.Stato Expenditures for the Lunch Program have Jjmuis follows: 

. Fiscal Year 1973 $ 4,465,933 

Fiscal Year 1974 $ 7,319,418 

Fiscal Year 1975 (Budgeted) $ 8,500,000 
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Much of the information provided In this report^ls estimated. If 
additional Infonnatijon is required, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 



WFC:pg 



s 



Walter F. Colender, Director 
Food Program Administration 



ERIC 
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STATE (W NEW MEXICO . , '^k 



oerARmENT op eovcahon wxwation iuilding * ^ -y'^r. 

% 'J, ' 

lANTA FE - I7S01 

February 7, I975 \ 



tu''M:Mf fM2fMf CP ^UlktC tN»l«UCt(CM 



r 



Senator George KcOovern* Chairman . ^'C^-A 

U, Q, Sonato J«loct Cormittee on > 

Nutrition and Huaan Needs /• 

lahington. D. C. ^OSIO ,i r. 



Vaahington, D. C. 20510 

Attention! /Mr* Alan Stone 

Dear Alani 



In answer to your wire of Januar^^^Brd, X wish to uke the following 
reoponoost * 

'1/ Average number of lunches served during the nonth of Noveaber 197U 202,8214 
Average nusber of breakfasts served during the aonth of Noveaer 197^ — lUyUUU 

ii. Average cost of j/roduoing a lunch this year — — 63# to 65# 
» Average cost of producing a breakfast this year — « 29^ to 31 # 

/ood linti labor cost have both increased approximately over last 
year's operation costs. 

3* Statistics for the iMuth of October show an increase in participation 
of 3^ over October 1973* Howpver, there was a drop of 6% in paid 
lunches for the sane period. An increase of ^% in shown in roducetT 
price lunches between October 1973 and 197^fi and an inoroaoo of 6% 
in froo lunches for the 'sand period. A total of fifteen (l^) school 
districts increased their price from to ^0^ during the current 
school year. This increase in priCM resulted in a drop in participation - 
ranging fron 3!^ to l7l. ^Breakfast prices have not been increased* The 
. average increase in the lunch price was There io ar definite 
correlation in the loss of participation anong paying students as 
the incrcasoi have ocurrod. ' 

There has been an increase of 1^0% in the service of reduced price 
lunches* Breakfasts have increased also due to the increase in the 
Inumbor of participating schools. This increase, however, has not 
been so dramatic because of the low cost of breakfast and the fact that 
practioaJ^ly all breakfasts are served at no cost at all to the child. 
Approximately 510 children are^ served a reduced price breakfast each 
day. ' 



Th« txpandtd rtduatd prlot prograa hat brought praotioally •vty 
•obool dlttriot in tht ttatt back into th« raduoad prica lunolt proftait 
thia 7aar. Thar# ara only thraa or four diatricta in tha antira Itata 
that do not partlolpata in a raduoad prica prograa* 

I do not baXiava aubatantiva obtngaa in lagialation would ba raquirad 
to ravaz^aa tba trand of paTing-atudanta laavlng tha lunch progras, Z 
rathar baliara that a flaadbility within tha Typa A pattarn allowing a 
for lightar aaala of farad duricg braaka in achool achadulaai auch aa 
aid-Boming and aid-af tar noon would bring aanj ftudanta into tha 
Child Nutrition Programat ZaplaMntatiar^ of praaantV^ilationa allowing 
for aalsativlty In tha Typa A pattarn ; in ganaral iapAPant of BanagaQent 
and aarohandising could alao offaat thia trand. Tha aajor problan continued 
to ba tha inoraaaing oharga^to tha paying child dua to incraaaing coata. 

Tha aain reaaon tha acKool braakfaat prograa haa not axpandad ii^ New Maxica 
■ 0 r a rapidly than it haa ia bacauaa of tha additional adalniatrative 
raaponaibility which achool principal* ara raluctant tcundartaka. 
Ooae lack of public information aay ba raaponaibla. Tha attituda "Thia 
ia trfa Faaily Job" ia oartainly pravalant in aoaa araaa of tha atata. 

Changaa in lagialation blowing childran to partioipat'a in tha braa^ai 
prograa at aalaoted tiaaa during tha achool day would allow for graatar 
participation rata. Thi* would aocoaaodata half day aaaaitona and thoae 
ohildran who nead aoaa typa of nutritional fupplaaant baforf thay go 
bona at tha and of tha day, in araaa. whara low itj^ooBa la vary pronounoad 
apd whara othar nutritious fooda ara not availabla. 

in Zf tha coaaodity progran wara to and lfi|w Haxico achoola would naad 
. at laaat 13$ to 13$ to offaat tha loaa. I do not wiah to aaa tha ooaaodity 
prograa (jUacontiRuad) hovavari iaprovawnta in purchaaing prograaa and 
ganaral diatribution could ba brought aboui with oloaar coordination 
batwaan ooMaodity distribution cantata and achool food aarvicV aanagart* 

l£l It ia not poaaibla for aaall aaai-rural and rural diatricta to 
purchaaa from local wholaadlara in tha quantitiaa and at tha prioaa 
iMoh UaDA ia abla to buy. For inatanoa* achool diatricta in Haw Maxlco ' 
i^a now paying 16$ a pound for flour aa ooaparad to lXi$ paid by USDA 
laat yaar. Hoat achool diatricta ara pacing 90^ to 92$ for aqual quality 
ground baaf . 

At tha praaant tiaa Raw Masdloo aqulpwant naada axoatd availabla funda 
by .at laaat $100,000. All of our prograaa ara aziating prograM whara 
%bk naad ia diHt urgant for raplaoaaant of worn out and obaolata 
aqi^paant. Va will raoaiva thia yaar approxiMtiAy $101,000. 

Zf tha School Umoh Prograa wai^ to ba Mda univaraal at 10^ par luhoh 
for all atudanta, I would antioipata an inoraaaa in part ioipat ion of 
approxlaataly 20% to X would favor a prograa whioh vould charga 
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a oinimal aoxnint for mil lunohei» thereby reooVlng the etignan'of 
poverty froD aoae children but enebling all children to heve aritinoh 
■t ■ coet 'that would not be prohibitive. ,At the preeont tiae 'I 
cannot eatioate tiih additional noAiea needed to have auoh a prograa* 
Certainly a raicburaeaont level comaonaurate with a 10# charge would 
need to bo aatabliahed* 

13* Ve have aatinated that New Mexico apenda approxlaataly U# on eaoh 
lunch for tho paper work and certifioation procedure involved. On 
the baaia of 30 Million. aeala a year thia would raault in a aaving of 
$1,2 million. 

There ara no achool diatriota in* our atate thati oharft for utilltiaai 
tranaportation of USDA donated cowoditiaa, aohool adsiniatratlva 
OYarbeady or eaployaeQ^ of per|onnal for auperviaion* 

15* At the preaant tlaa thax<^ are no direct atate appropriation for 

. reiffiburaement to the lunch prograa* However, the Nev Haxico lagialatura 
ia conaidering a Bill which would provide for direct aubaidy of 54 
for every lunch aerved, or a total appropriation not to exceed |1«5 
ftillion. ^ 

Thank you very mion f.or your aupport anS intereat in theaa prograna. 
Pleaae ^Ayi^/^jn if there ia any way we can be of further aaaiatanoa to 
you. • 

Ve|ty aincei^ely your^, 

(Hra«} Qretohan I* Plagga, Director 
Qchool rood, Service IHviaion 



'J ^''^ 
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tMI UNIVflltlTV or THC iTATI OP NIW YOU 

THE OTATC e&UCATION OePAP^TME 

• • WAiMlNarOM AVCMUC 



t 



0'Vtk<ON UP Ct U« Af lOMAk PtMANf | 
■ UMcVu OP •t.MOUL roOO IMNAOCMKNT 



'February 1, 1075 



Uflltod Gtatpo Sonobn G^l'^c^fe Committor * -> ! 

on N'uf '^fcion pnJ Human Nor,ia \ ^ 

UnitT»t1 Ctafe'^o G'^na.fen Office Disllding 
V7aolVingfe9a,,D,C. . 2 '540 

#«» 

D««'- GnnatOi; MrGovorm ' 

In r«pry your fenlogram of January ?1td, wo havn preparo(§ 
1. ' < 

feh« follov/lntj information for your Gg^^l^et Conui/ifetrtf^ on Nutrition 

.'^ntl Hurftan tJoodo. Wo bono thau t-ur rntjponano to tbo qu'^ot^ono will 
a 00 tot ysu in oaruring Imnrovomnntc/for tbo oehool nutrition pre- 
jrarnr during tho eurr^nt yoar. • , 

1. Tho avorago da<*iy participation 'rat*^* in Mow York Otat'^ for 
pa4.d lunehocJ *o 075,000; for frco lunc^iioo •740,000# For Broakfnot 
Program^' tho av^ag^ ^aily pa^feieipafcion for poi^l br/^aHfaoti io 
Q,5G0j for frori brnni faofcn. io 05,750, 

2» If io ootlmafend that feli» av^ragn eoot of producing a luneh 
duri^ *fch« 1^74-75 ochool yoar will b« ?,83 ao comparod with a ^;75 
por Ibyjch coot laot y^ar*. 
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EPtiraatflc af t)i>> cost of prodticing. a breakfast during, the 
1974-*75 schooT ypai" aro $.44 p>^r br**akfast as compared with a ^.40 
per breakfast cost last year, 

3. The 'stSa<3ents' pric/2 per* lunch has iricreas'=>^ gn averagn of 
$.10 during l|he- cui-rer^t year. Some loss of participation has 
o<5cU'rr«d incl^ograms whore the increase was greater than $:.10.. 
In addi t i oil ^^ there has b«en an increased participation in th« free 
and' redua^|f''pri-ce program e rom students- who formerly paid for ..their 
lunch, bufc who are now eJigibl** for the free and reduced price 
prograr^^ecdua^ of tl^pobr economic -situation' in the coi3!|^y. 

•iSI following, statistics are in(^icative of the ch^ngeis in 

particS%tion in- the program during comparablei psribds: 

1973-74 School Year ■ ' ' 1974^75 School Year 

ADP . ADP 

V . - . . . ■ 

Free ' 704, OOO- V 740,000 

Reduced 15/000 40,900 

P^id ,7yo,OOa • ■ 675,000 

. ■» The student's price i>^r breakfast has increased $.05 during 

'. the 1974-75 school year. Because few students in the breakfast 

' program pay for ehs breakfast,- it is difficult to determine whether 

. the increased cost has effected pa'rticipation. 

f ■ * -■ , 4 . 

4. The .average daily participation in the reduced price pro- 



.gram during' th^ 1974-75 school yeat is 40,900; last years 
particip ation in this program was 'l5, 000 . 
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The %v^r«9(i daily participation in^ th« reduced breaWait pro- 
gram during the 1974^75 ■chdfel year ii 6, 590; during th« 1973-74 
■choiol year it was 5,^00» 

5. State participation in the reduced price lunch program ha^ 
increased by approximatej^V 50%^ There are 97 new sponsors in th« 
program this' year. 

^ 6. Th*^ single most impb^tant legislative ^ange which would, 
help' stop the lo<?s of paying ft^dents in the^ lunch program would 
be;a substantial increase in the financial assistance for the paid 
lunch.. If reimbursement could be incjr»ased by $.15 to $.20 and 
raoi^e 'innovative TOeal patterns introduc-d as discussed in o\ reply 
to question 9, th> decline in paying students, could stopped. 

7. The Breakfast Prog-am ha? expanded more slowly than the lUncTi 
program primarily because of \:he reristenc® to.the program by school 
^ administrj^tors/ Many do take the at,titude that Vbreakf ast is the ^ 
family job." Others believe b*iat the b'^akfast pi^ogram bring^ 'the 
same congregate .problems associat*=>d with the lunch program ind are* 
unwilling; tp add to the-many problems Vv^ich are already part of 
-c^f>prating a school. There are also . difficulties of an administrative 
nature connected with the breakfast p-jfogramguch £F^' an earlier op^j^ijg 
of schopl, need for supervision iri the cafeteria and a longer 'day o 
. for the food service staff, all of which contribute tXa reluctance*- 
to participate' in the> prociram. " v- V 
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8* We do not believe, that legislative changes are needed in 

the bi^akfast program '»t this time. • ^ 

9. Tl^ere should be, more diversity permitted in the. types of,/ 

*' ' ■ 

mnals. which would be eligible for reimbursement* Meal patterns 
should be more Compatible' with 'social mores , of todays school popu- 

D , . 

lati^Dn* ■ Payi4:ig^tiidents aie attracted to the a-la-.carte items " 
because they are tlfe items that students are eating in todays times. 

TKi^^ourrent pa,ttH!>rn of the Type A lunch contributes to food 
waste and discou'rages p^a^ir^ students from participating in the 
program. Students who tak^^the^^pe A lunch because they are in 
the free or reduced ^rice, program, ,j;^ow away \:he items they are 
retired to tak,e but which they do not ilka* 

Consideration should be given to allowing adjustments to the 
Type pattern by permitting students to reject unwanted it*Jns and 
adjusting the reimbursement tate accordingly. Nutritionally 
equivalent a-la-carte items should, he reimbursed to permit students 
^ choose from a greater variety of^ food items and not . be forced to 
take a food 7. tern which he knows in advance will 'Be discarded. 

Meal patterns for the breakfast program do not require modifi- 
catiion at this time. .. - ^ 

. iOA. If t\f* cpmmodity iistribution program should end, it would 
require a cash payment of $.12 per-mesil to bffset the loss. 
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' Bftcausii the commodity program provides only 20% or Ipss of 
th^ foQfl o|irchas*is of a participating local agency, th'^* program has 
Iqrt mostipf its value* ^ow<?ver, thgJU.S. Departmp»nt of Agriculture/ 
. , • can- <*limiriatp the current commodity program while still continuing 
to providi r(iark?3t assistance by establishing a vouched systf>m. 
Tho voucher, system wpuld provide a procedurp throuc,h v/hich the State . 
a^oqcy 6o\^^ld direct to the participati^ng schools and institutions, 
a vouchor permitting them to buy a specific cotronodity jrfhich th« 

* "> 

U.S.D.A. wishoA to purchase ^on J:he open maxkeJ:? The school district 
or institution could pu^-^ghEi^e locally the specified commodity <i>t 
return- die v6ucher. A State procedure for purchaning in quant/ity 
could be OPtahlished to insure favorable prices for the commodities 
purchased. ^ • / 

' 100. The large suburban and urban districts would protoably 
hk^^ln t6 purchase fruits and vegetables and^^giost meats sJa cheaply 
as thf* U .^.D.A. , however it is not possible for th'^ sraal ter school 
districts, mostly rural central sphools, to approach thn purchasing 
value of the U.S.D.A. An escample is the current offer to the U.S.D.A. 
of F;-o2 ?n Ground Bp»ef at 54<: p^r pound. Th^ best price offered" to^ 
three rural districtF contacted was" 76<: with a high" of QQ^ pnr pound, 
whoreas a ItJrg'^ suburban district' is purchasing quality ground beef ^ 
for 59<5 per pound. 
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ll'^ The currpnt appropriation feu: 'equipment or new jDrograms 

* * , . * *, e.. * 

is apiproximately $1,360,000. Of thirs amount Nf^w York State v;ill 
■ • ' . • * * 

. spend approj^^-inately 505o. 

Thi^^urrpnt ^pprooriation for existing programs ig $906,000? 
th^ro ar** requeats ponding for $1.5 million, r^isulting in a 
^ shortage of approxinatp^y 50% in th** ar<»a. 

Thqre>are certain bacic problems connected with this program. 
Pa-iluro on the part of Congress to provide continuous and stable^ 
funding of thpse programs and to approve annual budgets in a timely 
fashion crnat^s. considerable difficulty in convincing schools to 
participate in the program when the funding is so indefinite. Xn',';^^^ 
addition, there are no funds available for alterations or^oth^r 

space needs. Older school buildings which house many of our poprest 

* I j ■ 

youngstefs do not hav«i 'facilities' for food prdgramrJ and do not re- 
ceive assistance to alleviate this problem. " ♦ 

12. Utilizing a highly educated guess, wp believe th«re wou?d 
bp an incj|pase of approximately 50% in thp participation rate. 
This increase is lim±te.d by our high, current free lunch participa- 
tion, and thp rigidity of thp Type A lunch pattern- 

If Duch ' legislation is introduced it will receive strong support 
from all parties in New YqrJc $tate who are intpreat'^d^in tho food 
services programs. 
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It is estimited that an additional $123 million would be re- 
• quired to support this typ? program in N^w York Stat^^. 
5 aavinga to thP local participating agonciea dollars 

«JOulld b^inimal. Thi» paper procosaing which ^opc oj. und-r thm 
current ay^em io dbno by persons as part of th^ir oth«r duties. 
It io unlil.el^^>ttiat local agencies wou.ld cavo anything undor thos- 
ciiTcumstanc^G. Savlmgo in staffing costs at thn state IpvcI might 
approximato $100,000 on ^ annual baGiu. 
14A. Less than 5%. 

B. For thoop programs whi^K^oe commercial transportation 
almost lOOT^o chargn this cost to thn program - in^ cas^s wh^re th« 
school or institution uses thoir own tr«^rt«portation approximately 
2S9i chargo the cost Lo tho program. 

y C. About 99?; charge the coat of th« director' 5 operation 
to tho progMm. About 25% chargr^ thn cost of cl-rical and book- 
ke-ping ctaff who arc required to m«int;sin to normal administrative 
records cpnnectp'd with the programi 

D. Mot pormittpd F^d^^ral R^^^lations. * 

IS; Thn cujmnt loyoi st&tt? roimbursem^nt for lunchps . 

* *■ , ' 

during tho 1974-75 .ochool year ic $.02 pr,r lunch. It will bo raiood 
to 5*03 for th^ 1075-76 school yc»ar,^ 
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For thm brea^faat orogram, York Stata roindjtirvad parti- 
cipatlng ag^nclai for the dtlfferintfei batWatn the F«dtr«l rnlmburitt* 
rnunt And th« coat of producing a br«^akfaat or, $.45 Whichever la laaa. 

7hc av^ragre 6tAt# roimburaemtfnt haa remaln«id cQnatant ov*r the 
laat throo y^ara. 

C\u:ri>ntly, w<9 rpceivf^ $8,000,000 In State funds - $2*5 million 
for br^akfaat and $5.5 million Tor lunch. 

We are hopafui that thoae anaw^re will bo helpful to your 
conunittpo In your efforts on bohalf of our child nutrition programs. 
W« would lik© to thank you for providing aooiotancf^ thooo pro- 
gramn in thp paot and wtoH you goof' luck on your vjork in tho future. 
If wo, in Now York State, can bo hnlpfu^ in thn futurn, plnaoo do 
not be«3itatp to call on uo at any time, 

Sincprely, 

Richard O, ft*^nd 
» .Bureau Chiof 



^ " f. January 30, 1975 

. V < - 

i^mTOR rrOOVERrA TELEOnAf'l 1-23-75 
TO i'TATE D-IRECTORG 01^. ZtWL FOOD SERVICE 

A , t 

Ao waa antic IrateJ in tho tolpfrom. o<"nne of thooo anovoro aro oUucatefi 
oatlmatOD orrivod at dn.carofullv ao could be done with breoont information. 

M 

Thio inforaation. fs>r ^hin covorn DUbllc.aohoDln- only. Private and taroohial' 
cchoolo aro adminiotorpd bv tho ur»PA Ro.'lonal Officro in Chicaro. •/ 

I. IIov cmnv mid for and froo lunehoo. on Mic avorat^o. aro oprvod.in vnur ' 
otato oach dav? Brcakfaat? (IJoo datn frbm tho lateot available raonth.) 

" Paid \ Froo • 

Lunuhco • ■ . 710,000 \ i*55,000 « 

nrpalifaotn \ 31 ,01^^ 

?, Wiat dfj ootinate lo tho avora/:50 ooot in yVur otato nf producing, a 
luiifh thio yoar? A CreaUfar/t? s\\u\t dioo thioVr^mparo t-? laot year? 

1P7S ■ 197ii 



Droakfaot ,.i<)5 .355 

thooo oato roprooontf faod, lab^^r and Oupplion. 



3. Haa tho otudonto* prico Ineroaood per lunch oVor laot yoar? Ppr Droakfaot? 
Hnw muf*h, on tho avorafto, la tho ln(?roaoo for each? Can ynu correlate loao 
of partiolFat^j n onanf, paying otulonto, if any, with thin increaoQ? If co 
what io it? , ^ 

Lunch: Incroaood .05 In raany oehoolo. 

Ii^croaoG'l .10 in c no behaolo. a 

L'roahfaot: Incroaood atnut .0^*. ^ 

' I'hero lo littlo iooo (*f particlpatl<*n duo %u incroaaed prlco. 
: ecrcaoc^ lo nalj^ly faun J in hlfth oehsolo vhoro otudento dcr^nd 
- TJjpQ <»h iico Mr a ia carto f^jndo^ Wherever pcQOlblo thoy Icavo 
tho Gchuni and cat at drivo-lna.' 

Hr^w naiiy reduced prloe lunchrjo arc .^^t'^t\ each day? iJreakfant,? Hnw d':^ 
thooo fl^uroo osnparo with ftot yoat' at'lhlo fcLno? 

._1R75. 

Eroakfaot ' (m HosKi^iblo ' \' 

5. What hao toon the effect of the expanded rojjuecd prlcfr l^rnnrom ^n participation 
In your otato? Hqw nany och^uil ^lotrleto have inUiated the reduced price * 
. luRCheo thio year?- . • ^ 

Tho -incrcaoe in tho HP Incnno oeaio hao n-^t rrnducod in'^roaoed 
participati-*n to that expected. . * in r^aooj 
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What lc».'iulritiv(' 'haiiir.or), it'^^iy^ would y<ju rnooisnond to help Dtf)p the 
i "JO n!" payifij? jt jiifrnt j in 'the*);^!''^^'** ppnffrnm? 

npqulrp piyin^r irhlldron t - piy n-i nc^pc than the coot of VotA. 

Thn .'i'hs«a lircQkfant rrr»ttpani tho not pxpandod at tho camo rotn qo the lunrh 
pr fjrrrir*. Wliy Una pPinTon parti i"-! pat iuii lUii{:v*T - funiiln^j;? Adminlotratlvc 
pr '!»in3n" lAi'K "f I^iblU' iTifomation? I'chtSnl fdod poraunnol ovorloQticd? 
Tl>c "Thlo Ir. the F'onll'y Job" attltudn? 
. •* 

It lo "fton ncccnaary t<> poarran/rc huo ochnluleo in tho icornlnR 
which mny jprt.n.?lpilr) fin J iJlffloult to do. 

Many Ifarda oJuoati n will net ^K^rnlt och'jr>ia to open early unlcoo 
faculty p.PTjhrrg .are tnore t » ayiiopv Ine. Hnurly rate f ir teachero In 
exoen.ilve t'fT thlr, iurpi.:;e. 

"^'Ilie altitude "Thin i.i tlio family Job" p r nv T illu Itt unmp conmunltioa . 

Dsno bt'.ard mcmbrro and a'JUninlotratora- refuoo to rocoftnlzr conmunity 
heafth, n^itritt n on l fonlly cconnmle nerda. 

V/i^iat t'h'inr.en; If 'irty. In the lej^loiatlnn wr^uld help 'Improve the port iel pat !<> 
ra*^,e and <|uniity -.f yie broakfaat praftraraV 

Thin i'l n TO if a Ic.'ai mtter than need f^r le^i;lnlatlf)n. 

what, if any, n: -di ri.'att^rin In the raeal pattern nh?>uld bo^made tfi .help 
itirrvnciO pirtic ipitl an J dej^reane wanto In the lunf^h prorrrmn? Tho 
breahfant pr'-rrfinV 

\:iew nrnno r>>r "Type 'A" lunoh in needed, Typo A lo wr>rn out, 

Wntna't aro the rseai pattern t" all«»w raire fooda children like — 
Wt J'i^t V'ft'iv, tint are "ri^aV* for then. 

Minafifr-: neeil nutrition f^iucati'^n t^» em^nurarje them to provide 
*^ Tf^ 'h i 'f f'.r hirh iT^'ho a fitudentn. , 

F'rovW^^iT-TTtmpllf led nil Ik ,ohake formula which la cmaller and 
ntiii pr'>vidpo CTe nut r lent o than a half pint of nllk, 

KlifnUi'itf* tutf.er reqti'lrfsnont, Children tfiday don't like It on 
nar. Iwi^hon, 

\l\i*h peri^entaj'^n *'f ehildren rejeet vf^Rotableo. 

{A) If fhe t'urLo»dlty proftrma were to end, hov much each per ncal wnuld 
yr.^j nerd tf nffnct the loon? Do you want the e^wjuodity proRfom to 
iN ntlrue'? If no, hi w W(»uld ynu improve it or change it? 

At leant 10 cento wmld be needed replace crimoditiea. 

'\ir ntijor eltieo and Xtxrr.c dlotrlcto would prefer caoh In lieu.' 
<^f CfiiCT'-'ditlen. If ojmr f^odo were over to become ourpluo af3;aln, 
Inn'je V'juchern t<» nchi olj^ tti purchaoe therni 



Tv. Inpr. vc rreocnt rrv'^raa: Eilnlnato fot da that have low. 
acceptability by rcf^iano Duoh ixa — rleo, dry bcorio, purple 
|,l4ino. olivro, ralalno, prunoo, i-n^ib, owrot potatooa, jrrapc- 
fruit JuK'o, aauor krdut, an.I pei-lahabloo that reach oehoola 
In unuooablc conJitl^n. 



(B) In your opinion, la It poaaible for oehoola to purchaoe from local 
wni>lc»oaiero certain f rjl itc-ia auch aa froscu aeata and conned frulta and 
vegotablea aa ^*h(?,ipiy aa the U3DA la able to buy them, aaaunlng equ^al 
quality. If not. pleaoe clvo an examplo of the eoot differential for ono 
Itcn. ■» ^ ^ * 

• Yea. It hfla often been reported that achoola could have purehaaed 
certain fcoda for the aono ^r oven leaa than the (JODA reported coat, 
.^ao atorapie and liandllr^ coato could alco have been avoided within 
the atfite. • • . 

* ■ ■ 

WHflit are yojr e^iuipnent neela for new profirino? For exlatlng programa? How 
Euc.n 1'., yy expect tu rr.^oivo f^r eairh of thoae thta year? ^ 

I ^ Ii£.^i£i Expec^ tn _r_ecolvo 

fiow pr-t^rona " $ 900,000 $ i30,765 

Estlatlfi^r jgraaa 7^^0,000 60U,170 

What per.*entaf-.e Inereaae In participation would you expect In yotir atato 
II the aeii' fU lunch pmp-xm wore to bo cade unlveraal, at 10 centa per 
lunon fnr ail otudonta? Under 'aueh a DrogroEi, It la aaaumed that the ' 
nord for totally free lunt^hra would bo nlnlmal. Would you favor auch a 
pr-firom? Can y-.u eotlmatg the additional monlea needed to have auch a 
pro/?raa Ir^ yfjur otate? . 

roaalUy -f^jZ incrcaoe In lypo A lunch. T-lany of theaO atudento 
are already catinfi on an a la eartc baalo In thf lunchroom. Don't 
believe the partlelpatl sn wmldycxeeed 85^ of the av6rap;o dally 
. ttttendam'o. • 

^ / ^ 

IVen with a ^-harre, we would otUl be buraofied itlth eligibility ' 

ic'^cmiiitil i >u and a vaut .iLZ'.mtit ,r rccordkecpinr . ' ' 

Allovirif^ r>r the m oharf^o and naklnn up the current income loaa 
fr n poyln/: children, f.ur calculation ah»wa an eatlmated $18S, 000.000 
■ aJdltlfjnai w?^ul<i bo needed. 

ll'^w mrh tlap. and nt.nry vnuld your ntate oave if a uni-vopaal t.rafrran replaced 
the ouprrnt imrxn^r^, and the .^urrcnt certlflv^atlon and rcpurtinc paperwork 

Thlo la next irspoaoible to put in quantitative anountU. * Any auch 
fl^jre w uM be lec^ than an educated ^ucan. 

There wnuld bo algnlflcant tcorale beneflta on the part. of prlnclpala, 

toachera, clerical perounnel and fond oervleo peraonnel bolnR relieved 

Of current exceaalvo rreordkeeplrif^ and queatlonablo certification practlcea 
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13. (2ont,) 



^Thpre vould certjiinly fee a reduction in peroonnel needed to carry out 
preoont requircmanto , especially in large diotr\cto, oven thpugh the 
oxpacded program yoxOi^ re<ruire^ more peroonnel, ^ 

What percent of the ochool diatrieto in your o tote charge the lunch program 
for the coot of: ' 



A) Utilitieo? 



5« 



B) Tranoportation of iJ3DA foQdo? 100?5 

C) School adnintotrative over Head? Hone 

D) QaployiiienV of ^roi/nnol for oupervioion duri^ lunch period? 5 

What, if any, are t^b cuj^qnt levelo of otate rcimUuAcnejitpT^^^^^ceivc 
for lunpbeo thio year? Br0^^^rfaat? Hov much hao thio Vnureaoei" in tJfftf lao^ 
three. (3) yoaro? What in thc^^Qtal' aciount cf otate rooi^y you currently 
receive? ^5S*^ 

Nothing for direct relnhuroe.'npnt oYV^iuncheo other than the otate 
catching rotiuircaont of approxinatciy $?,606,00(J for 1973-7 



WDB:Jkh 



Wade D. Dashi Director 
OhioS3epartinont of Education 
G^ool Tood Service Arogron 
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February 11, 1975 



The Honorable George McGovozjn 

United SCateo Senate ' - , 

Washington, D.C. 20510 * . . 

Dea-r Senator: * / 

♦Wo are-once afaln honored tcF- roopond to the Committee 'o telegram concerning 
the otatuo of Child Nutrition ProgtOma In our otato. Realizing the results 
oE last year's telegram, we hope our response will help xhc Cocinlttee In Its 
evaluation of programs we feel vital to the youth of today. 

1. How many paid for and free lunches, on the average, arc served In yoiit 
state each dO^I Paid; :224.275 Free: 113.2^3 Breakfasts? Paid: ^,901 
Free: 18.427 

2. Wlmt do you eoti^l^ lo the average cost In your state of procl^lng a 
. lunch this year? 73.35c Breakfast? 29JB5C How does this comiare to 

last year? Lunch s 64 . 08C Breakfast: 25.32*0 \ 

3. Has the students* price Increased per lunch ovor^'l^st year? " Yes * Per 
breakfast? Yeo . How much, on the average, Is the* Increase for each? 
^""^h* Breakfast: 1 ♦ 3o , 

Can you correlate loss of participation among paying students. If any, 
with this Increase? Yca ^ If so, what la It? Wo have experienced a 
^"5% decrease In pqld stUdcqt recals^ with an Increase In free and . 
reduced price student meals. Vo feel the .de creaao In pald^a lg can , 
bo attributed to hoth| the InorcaBO In prltio to the child and tl^o, 
increaflo lii the ollglhlllty acalo for free a nd red uced prlcc ncal s* 

^\ How ttany reduced price lunches arc served eax:h day? ii£37. Breakfasts? 
2fi2> How do these figures compare with last year at this time? tunch: 
161.5?; Incroaflo . Breakfast* 11. decrease . 

5. Wliat has been the effect of the expanded reduced price; program on ^ 
participation In your state? Reduced price participation has shown a 
dgfinlto Increase over previous year. Wo feel the expanded reduced 
price meal program Is reaching: 1) children who did not participate ' 
before because they could not afford tho full charge, or; 2) children 
who participated before at the full charge, but did So at a financial 
disadvantage. How many school districts have Initiated the reduced 
price lunches this year? 83 Dljitrtcta 
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6. What Icglalatlvc changco, If any, would you recommend to help atop ^ 
the looo of paying otudcnto In the lunch program? 1) The teaching 

of nutrition needo Lo be expanded, improved and required; 2) Peraonnel 
operating' the progr^^ma must be technically trained; and 3) Dining 
t'acilities need to be improved* To accomplish the abov^j money Iq 
needed to employ nutrition education apecialisto and fo^S^raining of 
ochool toodaervice peraonnel. Regulations make J.t dlfficull: to uQe_ 
the money that was authorized by legislation. Public information 
pro^ramn are needed to create ititereot in nutrition , 

7. The school breakfast program has not expanded at the same fate as Che 
lunch program. Why has program participation lagged; We feel all the 
reasons mentioned below have contributed to the slow progress of the 
prugt^am; funding, administrative problems, lack of public information, 
school food personnel overloaded j and the "this is the family Job" 
attitude, 

8. l^at changes, £f any, in legislation would help improve the participa- 
tion rate and quality of the breakfast program? Require, rather than , 
recommend that proteln-i^lch foods be served " and how often. Increase 
reimbursement accor ding ly, " i 

^^^-'''^ ' 

9 Wliat, if any, modifications in the meal pattern should be made to 
help ini:reaae participation and decrease waste in the lunch program? 
the breakfast^ program? The meal pattern ^oos not have to be changed . 
We need highly trained and educated people ddministoring the program . 
People who have the initiative and creativity to offer what students 
wJnt within ttic framework of the Type A'^ynfft^ When students (have a 
cTioicc and can make a selection of foods the iHate waste- is aJtomatic - 
ally reduced , « 

10, A) If the commodity program were to end, how much cash per meal would 
you need to offset the loss? 14c Do you want the commodity program to 
continue? Yes , If so, how would you improve it or change it? By 
supplying practical rather than surplus foods which could be used more 
effectively , 

D) In ypur opinion, -is it possible for schools to purchase from local 
wholesalers certain food items such as frozen meats and canned fruits 
artd vegetables /)s cheaply as the USDA 10 able to buy them, assuming 
eqvial quality? No, If npt, please give an example of the, cost diff- 
erencial fur one^item, 

txm *usoA **j;cH00L difference 

Fro;;en Frankfurters ,683 .78 ,097 

, . Frozen Turkey Jk'm .58 - ,1517 

^ Process Cheese .77 1,00 .23 

* Taken from USDA cost list for first half of FY 75, * 

** Represents only one school district, located in metropolitan area 

Prices do not represent the many small rural districts la our 

state. 

*f 

11. Wliat are your equipment needs for new programs? None , For existing 
programs? 02 |57O,192 , How much do you expect to receive for each of 
Chose this year? Now Programrv: $2,592, Existing: $207,878, 
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12. What p«rceAtag«*lncreaii« In participation would you expact In your 
^tata If the achool lunch' program vara to. ba oada unlvaraal, at 10c 

par lunch *o rfll atu^anta? 30X Would you favor auch a program? Yea. 
Can you eatloate the additional monlea needed to' have auch a progrAn 
In your atatc? App roxlpataly $21,818.783. In addition to what hai 
al ready been authorized for; FY 1975, ' 

13. How much time and money would your state save ft a universal program 
J replaced the current program, and the current certification and 

reporting paperwork was reduced accordingly? Approximately 60ri state- 
wide , ^ • , 

■ . ✓ 

U. What percent of the ochool dlotrlcto In your otato charge the lunch 
program for the coot of: 

Utllltios: '\ S-GX 

Traiispoiy:ationVof USDA Foods: 5-6^ 
School Administrative Overhead: - 5*6/5 
^ I Employment; of personnel for suporvlalon 

during the lunch" period p i-2t * 



15. What, If any, a# the current Icvcla of atatc ralmburacocnta you 

recelv6' tof lunehcr this year? ,013 Breakfaata? None . How much ^ 
haa thli Incraaaed In the laat three (3) yeara? ,008 , What la the 
total amount of. atate money you currently - receive? 1975 FY - $825,000 « 

if wo can be of further aorvlco, pleaac contact us 'at any time, 

% * ' » 

Sincerely, 



Fred L, Jones, Director 
School Lunch Section 



A, 
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\ STATE Of RHODE ISLAND AND PUdvrDENCE PLANTATIONS 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Hayes Street, Providence, Rhode Island 02908 ^ 



Thomas C. Schmidt, CommiMionar v, 

■ February 3, 1975 



The Honorable George Mc Govern » ' 

United States Senate 
Whshington, t).C,*20515 

• . . • * 

Dear Senator McGoverp: * ' 

.• • ' ■ 

I have re6eived your telegram requesting information on school food service 
programs in Rhode Island, The comments below respond directly to the ques- 
tions raised in thi^ communication: 



4. 



Paid Lunches 
Free Lunches 
•Reduced Price Lunches 
Paid Breakfasts 
Free Breajcfasts 
Reduced Price Breakfasts 



Public. (ADP) 
33,807' 
3r,443 
2,692 
497 
3,982 
^ 99 



FY 1974 

"Average Cost of Lurfch ' .807 
Average Cost of Breakfast .215 



Price of Lujich 



.45 (El.), " 
.50 (Sec.) 



NumberReduced Ftice Lunches 1,670 (ADP) 
Number Reduced Price Break- 
fasts . 47 (ADP) 



Non-Public (ADP) 
2,245 . 
495 
147 
65 

- /. 60 
22 
« 

FY 1975 

.888 (Projected) 
.256 

- .45 (fl.) 
.50 (Bee.) 

2,839 MP) 

99 (ADP) 
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IncreAse in guidelines brought a significant increase in participation 
however, below the increase anticipated . All school districts offer 
reduced price lun«;hes to eligible children. 
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6'. Universal school lun.ch v^ould provide some relief to- middle income faml- 
• lies and support better nutrition among children In this group. • 

v7 . Increased participation in breakfast programs has not been anticipated 
because of the inflexibility of transportation- and scheduling systems 
whlch-are an integral part of the school program. 

'■ i ' ^ ■ ■ ' ■ .. •;, ■ • ■ ■-— 

■•* - . 8. Legislation is not indicated as a support for the breal;;fast program. 

9. Modifications in program to reduce waste and increase participation should 
proceed at -the. local level. 

.10a. IO'y per lunch would probably compensate for loss of commodities.. However, 
our schools prefer to receive commodities. 

•10b. We do n<9t believe it possible to purchase locally as cheaply ^ USDA and 
achieve a product of uniform quality. 

11. Funds received for equipment for new program schools $ 4O.,065 * 

Funds received for equipment for existing programs 44,368 

Needs in new program schools - present funds are adequate for claims 

' received to date i • 
Needs in existing programs - claims to date total ' $ 187,009 

Ad(;iitional Inquiries have been received and claims anticipated. 

As much as $3 million could be used to develop a cost effective 

system for th^ state . . 

f ■ 12 . We believe present participation of 72 , 844 or 43% of ADA would increase 

100% vfith^the advent of universal lunch. This would incre^s'e partici- < 
pation to about 140,000 or approximately 86% of ADA. This Would increase 
federal funding from about $6.7 million to $1S,2 million.^ To expand pres- 
ent facilities to accommodate this increase In participation, about $2 mil- 
* ..lion would be needed in non-food assistance funds. 



13. The State would probably save only about $20,000 in a universal lunch 

situation where federal reimbursement ^icreased to the actual cost of the 
• lunch. Local communities would save approximately $500 pOO In wages to 
cleirks, register workers and personnel ^k^olved with applications and 
guidelines. ^ 
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14. All locally sponsored food service programs 

(a) Include utility costs as^n Indirect cost of the meal 

(b) include transportatidn as a direct cost of the meal 

, (c) ' Include adnilnlstraUve overhead as an Indirect cost 
(d) do not Include employment of a supervisor as a cost of the meal 

is. The state approprlatipn for school food service follows: ' / 

FY 1973 1,659,273 . 

FY 1974 1 ,975,568 

FY 1975 ■ , 3,371,937 

I trust you will find this Information helpful. Best wishes In y6ur efforts to ; , . 
support and Improve school food services for the children In our schools. 

Sincerely, • ^ . . 

Robert F. Kaveny, Program Business Manager 
Office of School Food Services ' ' 

RFk:ea ' ^ 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLrNA 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 



* CVRtL • •UttiKK 
•TATB c'uiiKfllNrKNDtNr Or «*UCAt!*N 




COLUMBIA * 

• ^ Jartuary 27, 19?5 

The Honoratile George McGovern 

Chairman, *U-. S. Senate Select Coamlttee . ' 

on Nutrition and Huiwui Needa 
Waahington, D, C. 20250 

Dear Senate: McGovern: . * 

'iHw?^^ to. your telegram, I am happy Co Hubmijt the- following information 
^:,!:^;^d?"°^^"^'^ Child Nutrition Prbgran. in the^td" r^l^I^^ . 

1. Number of p.dd lunches aerved daily this year - 197 33^, • . 

Number of free lunches aerved daily this year ^ 2^^7iQ63 

Number of paid breakfasts served daily this year - I 657 
Number of free breakfaats served daily this year - 28,731 

The avorage coat of producing a lunch this year is approximately 68c 

P^oduci'ng a breakfast tlis year is 3?ras coLa;ed 
to 64c and 30c respectively for last year. compared 

oI;eV^;^^^:ar•s^'h^re^'"^^'*'' by-approxim-tely 5C peraunch and breakfaat 
* ^nrr.if! ^ . - charge^ Since our participation hi^a not'dropped we cannot 
correlate price increasje with loss of participation?/ 

4. Number of reduced price lurches served dally this year - 16 766 • 
NumW of reduced price breakfaats aerved daily thi. year ^87fi 
to 8.731 lunchea and 560 breakfaats served las? ^ea? irjeducld'p^cea"'"'' 

^^^S^^V^^ -V- our 

^U ^^^^^ - adminiatrativ:^;^^ 

8. No recommendation. . ^ isi .. 

9. In view of the current food crisis wp thinU rh.c . i,-»»u u ^ 

Typ. A pattern a.d .till rec.iv. full Fcder.l Ll«bur;*.„.nr nitfi.itf in th« 
breakfast program ii negligible »<=™ciii.. rute if«a,te in the 
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lOA. We -heartily andorie tha continuanc* o'f th« commodity, program lince w« balieve 
that 10c worth of conmoditiai purch^ied by the Federal govarnment would* coit 
the ichool diitrijCti no leii thin 15c if purchaied locally. Furtherjuora, we 
ara now geared to affectively adpiniatar the program with ware^iouiei ind ' 
trucking equipment. Eipicially would we like to receive flour and oili in 
future allocation!. 

lOB. If 'the. fct^S^Jli purchaie frozen beani» 30 lb. box, the coit ii ^1?,90 

U.S.O.A. price ia $7.83. If the ichooli purchaie canned 'beani (Blue Lake ' 
Quality) the price ii $9.81 for 6/10'i. U.&.D.A/ price ii $^U2^. 



11 r 



12. 



Since 100% of our public ichooli participate in the National School Lunch Program,' 
thii question for new prog^anii doei not apply. 'For exiiting programa, however, 
at leaat twice the current appropriatidncii needed to rep^«ce obsolete and worn 
but equipment iiv ichoola having over the itato average of free and reduced 
price recipient!, $275,793 ii e)C^>ected for Nonfood Aiiistancc thii year and we 
could well uie ^$600,000 for FY 76. . ' 

Porhapi 5-7% Increaie in participation would be expected if the school lunch 
program were madt^ universal . Since receipt! from pa:?'ing itudenti totiled $16 
mill^n lait year for the ichool lunch progrim, we believe that universal 
lunch would cPit^an additional $25 mill'ion In Federal funding in South Carolina. 
If the coit were lOq for all' children , obviouily many of our curtent free jfudenta 
' would not be able to have lunch unlcii food itimpi could he uicd to pay for 
: lunch. Thii may well be the solution to reduce bookkeeping. would heiitatc 
to 'eatiraate the additional money needed to have luct^'a progra^f in South Carolina. 

If a universal program replacted the current program, at least $1 million in 
paper work alone would be saved by the local school districts! not including, 
approximately 50,000 manhours spent by local superintendents and administrators 
in administering the current program. Thes^ are conservative estimates. 

following percent of school districts charge the lunch program for the cost of: 
Utilitiii - 357. 

Trsnspo'riation o£\SDA, foods - A0% 
School administrative ovethead (vary negligible) 

Employment of personnel for supervision during the lunch period - None 

15. 'No reimbursement per meal ia made from State *^propriation for Junch or breakfast. 
Our state matching money for FY 76 will amount to approximately $3% million. 

■ u' f 

These moniea are used primarily for aalarlas of local supervisors., stcte health 
insurance program for all school food service employees and a general appropriation 'fo» 
paying neceasary expenditures connected with school food services. ^ 

Wa genuinely appreciate your dedicfttad interaat in the Child Nuti^ftion Programs j and 
if ^e can be of further assistance to you, please adviie. > 

Sincerely, ^ 

David S. Matthews, Director 
Office of School Food Services 

DSM:gqJ 
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deportment 
l°[educQtIon 
cultural oflblrs 



February 14, 1975 



DfvWon of Elemeotorg dnd Secondcvv ^tucoUon Stote CopRpl BuMng. / 

J Ptefw. South Ddkoto 57501 

Senator George McGoveVn, Chairman ^ 
Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs 
2313 Dirksen Senate Building 
Washington., O.C. 20510 • , . 

Dear Senator McGovern; 

The following Information 'Is In response to yoUr wire reque^^ng Information 
relative to Child Nutrition Programs. 

M. Jhe number of.paid lunches ^served In South Dakota on the 

average dalJx Is 90,200 and the number of free lunches 26,a00. 

2. ' The averaofi cost of producing a Type A lunch In our state this 

year will exceed 9p>5^ents. The average cost of a non-protein 
breakfast Is about 33 cents. These costs are up about 20E 
from last year. . * 

3. The students' price per lunch has Increased about 5i over last 
year dnd breakfast about 3.5(f. If we were not making an extra * 
effort to Increase participation this year, our student loss 
would probably be from five to ten percent. 

4. Approximately 3,000 reduced price lunches a're served dally and 
about 200 breakfasts. More than twtce as many students are re- 
ceiving reduced price lunches and breakfasts as last year. The 
pride factor keeps many families from applying who would qualV 

fy. 
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5. The expanded reduced price lunches has doubled the number of 
participants over last year. An additional 32 school districts 
or about 15^ of the totaT In the state have Initiated reduced 
price lunches this year. - ^ 

6. In order to, stop the loss of paying students from the lunch pro- 
gram the price asked should: be kept below 50^ per lunch. 

7. The school breakfast program has not expanded at the same rate 
as the lunch program because of philosophy. Many boards of edu- 
cation, who generally are upper middle Income, as arq school 
administrators refuse to recognfzc the need for the breakfast 
program* Many school food service personnel are overburdened 
and there are some administrative problems which cause a hold 
^back. 

8. There should be much more Information from the media as to the, 
need for breakfasts for children* The medical profession needs 
to get involved In nutrition. Educators must be made to realize 
that proper nutrition and learning go hand In hand. Perhaps 

we. need legislation to say that If a school has the National School 
Lunch Program then breakfast ^ould be pjrfered. 

9. ; The modifications In the meal pattern must be left to the Ingenuity 

of the school food service personnel. The Type A pattern Is a 
must unless the nutrient standard approach can be adapted to the 
needs of an average program. Students should be offered choices 
, and Should be Involved with the programs. Breakfast patterns cer- 
tainly must Include as a minimum milk. Juice and bread or cereal. 
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10. If the convnodity program were to end at least ^5^ per meal would 
be needed tb offset the loss. The coirriodlty program must con- 
tinue and flour and other ccreaT products should again be 

made available. ^' 
The use of bids using standards of quality presently found In 
USOA donated foods Is Impossible In 95^ of South Dakota schools. 
If the quality standards were reduced slightly by USOA bids at 
lower rates could more^asily be gotten and passed on to the 
schools. USOA has specific Information and research Available 
on a quality basis If they will make It available. We need a 
change of philosophy by the USOA and a change of leadership. 

11. Equipment needs for new progress aro inlnlmal as all but four 
Independent districts with schools In excess of 100 enrollment 
are In the National School Lunch Program. Wo could use between 
$200,000 and $300,000 for existing programs If we could match on 
a 75'^-25Z basis. We have been allocated $60,985 this year for 

^' existing programs and $20,823 for no-program schools. 

12. If the school lunch program were to be made a free universal lunch 
In South Oakota It should anticipate a 20 to 30 per cent Increase 
In participation bringing participation to 85%. At ten cents per 
lunch for all children we should continue to have the problems of 
collection an(j also the low Income farifll1e$. I am completely 
opposed to such a program because It would be a farce to collect 

a dime with per lunch costs reaching nearly a dollar. ** 
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i disagree with those who maintain there is a^ great deal of 
cheat Vig under the present systefn. I fee l most South Dakota fami- 
lies who are borderline with the income scale continue to pay for 
MiQ. feeding of their own children as weTl as payiag the costs of 
those less fortunate through the federal income- tax T 
A federal budget of 3.5 billion along with state and local effort 
would supply the needsof all tfiole* who , wish to eat at school. 
This^s a small amount when compared wijfh * ninety billion dollar 
military budget. 

13. It Is difficult to estimate how much time and money South Dakota 
/ would save if a universal program replaced the current program. 

W& cannot assume that fed<!ral would pick up the total ^b. 
The current certification procedure is not all bad. ThA economic 
conditions- of many families are being analyzed as never before 
and. so are the children who were born to less fortanite circum- 
stances. Perhaps this Interest by principals or other certifiers 
who should be humanitarians has centered attention on the underpriv- 
ileged child as never before. 

14. The percent of school dtstricts in South Dakota which charge the 
lunch progr/m for the following costs are: 

A. Utilities"52 estimate 

B. Transportation of USDA foods—paid from spate matching funds 

C. School administrative overhead— 15X estimate 

D. Supervisors during lunch period— 'ZOX estimate 




131 



15. During fiscal 1975 In addition to pa)[1ng the costs of transpor- 
tation c^harges to public schools for USOA foods eacfi public school 
will rece,1ve ab9ut one and one-half cents per meal In state funds. 
This Is an Intfease of 100 pe^r cent .over the past three years. 
Next year relfflbursefnent per lunch may reach three cents^ The 
total amount money rwjuested from the legislature for fiscal 
1976 Is $496,800. To ^the present time this seems to be acceptable 
to leg.1slators. This ts one School program for which they can 

see tangible results from the money Invested. 
• * * 

I bel1e\?e during a period of hard times s^jch as we are now experiencing atten- 
tion sjiould be focused on proper nutrition for people as never before. TV 
programs and especially those which children watch on Saturday mornings could 
pl^iy a tremendous role, "Sesame Street" arid "Fat Albert" have good followlngs 
yet seldom is proper eating or nutrition mentioned* Isn't "Sesame Street" 
funded directly from foundations which get tax breaks as. of course, do the 
sponsors of "Fat Albert'l. 

Iknow you and your committee have all the facts and need no further Input 
from me. 

Thank you for your continuing Interest in proper nutrition for people and Good 
Luck: < . 



J 



Sincerely yours. 



artin Sorcnsen, Administrator 



Marti 

School Food Services 



HSrdm 

cc: Senator James Abourezk ~ 
Congressman James Abdnor 
Congressman Larry Pressler 
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UTAH /state board OF EOUCATlON 

l400.UNIVE«SITy CILUI lUILDir^G. \U CAST SOUTH TEMftC STREET 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH Mttl 

WAtTH 0 TAtidt, STATE SUffUNTlNOf NT Of f\m^ WSTWCTKJN 



January 31 » 197$ 



Senator George McGovem 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C, 20510 

Dear Senator McGovom: 



Ttiank you foxj giving us tlio qpportimity to forward answers to certain 
questions you'have regarding the OiiW Nutrition Programs. 

We appreciate your interest, in the welfare of our children and the support 
you especially give to tlie School Luncli Program, 

Attached is the information you requested. If^e can furnish additional 
infonnation please let us know. 



Sincerely , 



CDSsag 
Enclosure 




JAY J CAmiU, 0«p;»» S«P«»"fH«Rd«nt o CiWf O ' MmmnUatot 

^ T«i«phont{IOI|37l>547l 
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UTAH STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

1400 UNIVERSITY CLUD BUIIDING. 136 EAST SOUTH TEMPIE STIE6T 
" SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 841 11 

WAIIER D 1AII01, S1AIE SUrCKlNTCNOCNT Of PMIIC NSIKUaiON 



NYmber of Paid Lunclies Daily 

Kmriber of Free Lunches Daily 

Nurnbcr of Reduced Price Lunches Daily 

Kunl)cr of Paid Breakfasts Daily 

NUmlier of Free Brdokfasts Daily 

Nuni)er of Ueduced Price Breakfasts Daily 

Average Cost to Produce a Lunch 

Average Cost to Produce a Breakfast • 

Average Oijarge to Student Per Lunch 

Average Charge to Student Per Breakfast 



1973-74 


1974-75 


1S9,9B3 


156,303 


24,116 


26,646 


913 


5,751 


600 


635 


1,309 


1,SD4 


0 


7$ 


S.6365 


* $.7135 


.3202 


.4182 


.3619 


.4000 


.1875 


.2313 



J 



1. Wiat has been the effect of expanded reduced price scale on participation? 

a. Increased nurber of free and reduced price meals. 

2. How many school districts have initiated tlic reduced price limch this year? ' 
. a. 27 • ' " . 

3. Wiat Icgislativo changes, if any, would ypu rccormend to help stop the loss ot 
paying students in the Lunch Program? 

«. Charge every child 10 cents per lunch ^^Ui4i^ ^^^) . 

b. Make reijifcursements higher on all Imches, rather than stressing the free imd 
reduced lunch reijifcurscmcnt. ' 

4. Hhy has the Breakfast Program not expanded at the same rate as the Lunch Program? 
• a. Is of shorter duration. 

b- Population feels family should provide breakfast 



c« Bus schedules.' 

MY I CAAMf ll« Dcpvf r Svfw miandcm 



ClUrr t>. SNOW. Adm>nnU9t(^ 
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Wiy has breakfast participation lagged? 

'a. . Most fandlies feel breakfast should be provided at homo* ^ 

b. Breakfast pro^j rains are successful only ih schools that have a considerable 
number of free lunches. ' 

c. Reiu^urscmcnts minimum, no incentive. 

Khat changes, if any, in legislation would help inprove tJio participation 
rate and the quality of tJie Breakfast Prop.rqms? 

a. Eliminate separate record keeping. 

b. Do not t^o reimbursement to tJie cost to produce the breakfast. 

Miat, if any modificatidns in tJio meal pattern of the lunch should be made 
to hcVp increase participation and decrease w^iste? 

a. lAJndi Program. Offer cither juice or milk, not both. 

Wo suggest -that tlic "TVpc A School fxinch Guide to the Amounts of Food 
for Boys and Girls prlapocificd Ages " be incorporated, as part ot the 
type A lunch pattom regulations. %o present regulation endorses the 
" adjWtmcnt for different age levels but has a limited amount of* food 

adjustment. A wider range is needed to meet the varying needs of diildren. 

-Hie typo A lunch pattern should be cliangcj^o that a more realistic volume 
of foods is achieved for primary grades fK - 3), particularly the milk 
. requirpmont. 

. In the "Type A Liindi Guide to the /Vnounts of Food 'for Qiildren of 
Specified Agerf' tJie only provision for a reduction in the volumo of foods 
served for the 6 - 10 year olds (primary grades) is a lesser amount of 
cooked beans or peas and peanut butter. Yet tJie volume capacity for these 
children may bo considerably less than ,the older children. Experience 
With our children in UtaJi tends to indicate that many of these small 
children can not consume a full one-half pint of milk along v/ith the 6tlior 
con^nents of tlio typo A luach. The guide should be . reviewed before it's 

*iJicludion in tlia regulations. 

Meat /Moat Alternate Section V • ^ 

According to tJio rcqufrement, in order to be counted in jncetlftg tlie meat/- 
meat altomato requirement the hiih protein foods must be served in^ 
main dish or main a|dh and one other item. We.^fail to see tiie nutritional 
advantage of this far it seems immatoripl wliere tJio protein source is 
used as long as tiio required level is achieved for die total meal. Perhaps 
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. the alloi-.ublo i.erving for tJio moat/ricat alton^atc rcqtarcment should be 
* niorp equal in protein value, i.e. twd^rttiKcs edible moat or three 
tablespoons jjeanut butter, or two ej^p^i. ' ^ " • 

To r/jet one-third of die lUU for 10 • 12 yjcur oldji i^; the ^dal of the 
tyyc* A lundi pattern. T)iis mild be 'x'»jipn>xfinatoly 14 j»raix. of protein 
per lunch. It is ^'onerally accepted that a two-ounce servijij: of n:eat/- 
neat alternate will' yield 14 f.ninu of protein, one-half pint pfvinilk 
8 jira^is Oiikinn a total of ZZ ^»ramn wiiich in well aljove the W\ y.otil 
withoti^ even conriiderinp' tJje bread or dcnr*ert ite^n whid> j^enerally v/ill 
. yicl^l adifltivinal proteiiin^ 

' fnu t and Vep.9ti tl> le Actio n . 

Hie fniit and vtfjetiible ncction of tJie t>f|»e A lunch pattern ap]Jearr» to^ 
bo adequate, hoivever, USIl\'j} interprctatipji* in tire Food liyinf* (Juide, 
vhidi ii> ir»eil an tiic tool to dcicrniine corijilianee, has yorso incanr»kitcncien 
jdiidi need revir.ion, explanation and clarification. | 

Bread .Section ^ ♦ 

I-rojn a nutritional QtaijJpoint , why i** rice not acteptalilc in Hawaii as 
a bread <iulifUitute? It lion lonp. been an acceptal)3e substitute (similar 
nutritional valui^) in hospitals and otlior types of fof)d services so that 
it shcftjld be incorjiorated into tJie bread requireim nt for ty^je A lundies. . 

Milk .Section V ^ 

We feel tJjo previous chanjtc to allo;v al!l^^ypecy>f niilk has increased 
parficipution and decreased waste, as well .as givinp, Rri'ater student 
satisfaction. Ihe mijority of our sdifn)ls are uninj; two-percent milk. 

Ihcre are inconsistencies throupjiout tJie nation ref!ardinj', the use of 
milk shakes to rteet the tyjio A rcmiireinont for one-half pint fluid milk. 
Since. many coinpanies use a mix mauo up of nonfat dry milk we Taint o see 
the \Uffercnce nutriri«mil1y in the n-^t? of '*fluid^' milh as. conjiared to 
dry milk reconstituted as st.ited In tJie regulations. 

More nttcation needs to be paid to the nutritional standing of the food 
and how it fits into the total ine.al. Allo^/Jnc conipetcnt nutritionists 
to make these dee is ions would be tr^re valuable tiian all the regulating 
don6 in Washington; but guidelines estnblished do not hold tl»e weight* of 
regulations to odiiinistrators of programs, trhcrefore, tho above regulation 
diangos ore necessary to benefit tlio cJiildron. 

b. Breakfast Program.' Bceau:iC qf tl»c volitno of liquid,, generally ihllk and 
juice is too imdi for tlic students. 

^Ulk find fruit is adequate, but milk and juice served together is too much, 
.and fruit is not always availal)lc.* 



ERIC 



13 (i 



133 



8. I£ the Commodity Program were to end, how much cash per meal would you need 
to offset the loss? . 

_ ) . ^ • ■ ., ■ 
a. Eleven to t^velve cents per ineal. * 

• I '/ 1 

\. 9. Do you want tlie Coninodxty- Program to contwe? 

^ .a. Yes. " . 

I£ so, hm would you improve tlie Commodity Program? ' " 

a. Purchase protein foods, ' ■ . .* - . 

' b. -Purchase £ruits'"and vegetables o£ good nutritional value. 

c. Let states laiow early in the year What foods will be purchased. 

- , :/ : . ^ . 

10. In your opinion, is it possible for schools to purchase from local wholesaler? 
certain fooil items such.ai frozen meats and canned fruits aijd vegetables as 
dieaply as tije USDA is able to buy them assuming equal quality? " ^ 

a. No* Not the same quality. 

11. What ar§ your equipment needs for new programs? cJ 
a. $25,000 

For existing programs? * . 

a. $175,000 . - ^ 

12. Hc.tf mudi do you expect to receive for each of these this yoar? 

a. New programs; $18,000 . , " ' - 

b. Bcisting programs: $116,000 ^ • * 

13. What* pcrcentiage increase in participation would you exp.ecf ih the School 
Lunch Program in your state if the School Lunch Program were to be made 
universal? ^ 

^ . ^ . / * ' > ■ • 

a. Approximately 25 percent. , 

14»- Would you favor such a program? ^"-^ 

a. Yes. • \ 

b. Seine schools would find it difficult to handle the increased participation 
with their present .facilities and equipment. ^ / 
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15. Can you estimate the additional monies needed to have such a program in 
your state? • ' 

a. Approximatei^y $17,500,000 at 10 cents per student meal. 

16. How much time and money would your state save if a universal program replaced 
the current program? * 

a. We do not know how much to expect the state or federal to pay under such 
a program. 

And if the current certification and reporting paper work were replaced 
accordingly? 

« 

a. Ihis item is difficult to determine. Not all districts charge thes« 
procedures to the program. There will always have to be records kept, 

1^. What percent of the scliool districts in your state charge the Lunch Program 
. for the following costs? 

a. Utilities? ' ' 100% 

^h. Transportation of USDA Foods? 100% <^ 

c. School Administrative Overhead? 1001» 

d. Employment of Personnel for Supervision in Umch Room? . * lOOt 

18, WIiat,*^if any, are -the: current levels of^ state reijii)ursements you recei'^e for 
lunches this year? * » 

a. Uihches? . , . ^ * .',07 cent s 

U. Bitalcfasts? 0 

Hoitf much has this increased the last three years? 

a,* .01 cent per lunch . ' . 

19. What is the total amount of state money you ciftrently receive? ' ' 
^ a. $2,500,000 . 
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STATE OF VERMONT 

OEPARTHEVT OP EDUCATION < 
MONTPELIER 
05M2 

January 30, 1975 



Senator 66orge rtcGovern, Chairman . 
United States Senate 

SeTect Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs 
Senate Annex Building . 
tl27 C Street, Northeast * 
Washington, D. C. 20510 , 

Dear Senator McGo vert): . ' 

Veimont's Department of Education Child Nutrition Program staff has received 
your telegram and offer the following comments. - * 

1. Average*' number paid lunches served each day — 37,681 
Average number free lunches served each day — 16,943 

^ Average number paid breakfasts served each day — 472 
Average rtumber free br4akfasts served each, day — 511 

2. Average cost of producing a lunch and breakfast: 

This Year Las t Year 

Lunch * $ .7502 $ .6702 

/ Breakfast .3750 .2980 

3. Studeat price increase over last year: , ^ 

Lflnch Average $ .05: • ' 

Breakfast None 

• * ■ . ' • ■ 

While a loss in participation because of increased charge to' 
the child cannot be determined at this time, overall, paid . 
lunches have decreased by 4.8 percent; free lunches served 
have increased' by 3.2 percent, and reduced lunch*<?s. served 
have increased 1,6 percent. 

4. Reduced price lunches served each day - this year - 2,687 
Reduced price breakfasts served each day.^ this year - 35 

Reduced priced lunches have increased 90.8>li over last year 
(Sept-Nov '73: 69,872; Sept-Nov '74:^ 133,337) 

Reduced priced breakfasts slaved - 84.85S Increase over last year 
(Sept-Nov '73: 746; Sept-Nov '74: 1,379) 
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Participation in reduced price lunches to total lunches served 
has increased 1.6 percent. The State .Board of Education's 
policy in Vermont requires that all school? offer reduced price 
lunches. 

Legislation for universal free school lunch w6uld have the mo$t 
. positive affect to help stop the loss of the paying student. 

Low participation in the breakfast program is due partly to 
. attitude particularly by school administrators that ''this is 
the family job." School' Food Service overload is a definite 
contributing factor as well as the additional recordkeeping 
needed, plus the fact that bus Scheduling prisvents mar\y schools 
. from participating." 

■ * - ' 
Additional Federal Legislation would not help improve the 
participation in the breakfast program in Vermont. 

More emphasis and funding for Nutrition Education is neces- 
sary for increased participation and decreased waste instead 
of modification in meal patterns. 

Vermont is stron^jly opposed to ending the commodity program. 
A small state such as Vermont does not have the purchasing 
power to obtain prices as favorable as those secured nation- 
ally, Thq Department of Agriculture should continue to 
purchase commodities, c ' ■ 
t 

Some rural arenas of Vermont are not serviced by local whole- 
salers. No local schools in Vermont could purchase supplies 
as cheaply as the Department of Agriculture is able to^ 
quality could not be equaled. 

Equipment Needs: 

New Programs - $213,000.00 (Estimate) 

Existing Programs - $ 55,000.00 (Estimate) 

FY 1975 Appropriation: , 

New Programs - $29,112.00 

Existing Programs - $30,395.00 

. "V 

Estimated 20 percent would be anticipated in Vermont if the 
s'choal lunch program were to be made universal. A universal 
program at 10 cents per lunch cost for all students would be 
favored. It is estimated that Vermont would need at thej, min-, 
imum, $7,438,523.00. This es-timate is based on current per - 
plate cost and takes into consideration, state reimbursement, 
child charge and school board's reconmended contrib'ution. 
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13» State and local saving wpuld occur to some degree with elim- 
ination of some paperwork, I.e. free and reduced policy. 
Additional staff would be heeded to monitor new and existing 
programs. ^ ' ^ 

14. All schools in Vermont^have been instructed to claim Indirect 
costs. The percentage*of schools that are handling this 
directive correctly cannot be determined at this time. 

15.. The current level of state relnibursement on launches this year- 
- $ .0250, breakfasts— 0. There has been no substantial ^ 
Increase over the previous three years.- Total state appro- 
priation for fiscal year 1975 - $225,000.00. 

If further Information Is needed, please contact us.. ^ 

Sln't^l^ely, 

- . (Miss) Banba A. Foley, R. D. 

Chief, Child Nutrition Programs 
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STATE Department of EoucATroN 

IIICHMOND. 23219 

J«nu*r/ M, 1975 . 



The Honorable George McGovcrn,*Chair*an , 
United States Senate ' « 

Select Co«plttee on Nutrition and Hunan Needi 
Washington, D.C. 20510 , 

.Dear Senator McGovern:r 

In reaponae to the questlona In your telegran of January 23, I aubmlt 
the f on owing Information: * 

How many paid lEor and tree lunchea, on the average, are aerved 
« In your atate each da y? Breakfaat? (Qae data from the UtHt 

available mont^) . ' 

Average meala per day aerved In^Novenber, 1974 

Lunch: f^\\ Price 400 ,-342 

Free . 226,284 

Br«feamtaat: FUll Price ^ 3,703 

Ft^e - 17,569 

2' What do you eatimate la the average coat in your atat« of 
producing a IXinch thia year?: a Breakfaat? How doeTT hTa 
cdwparc to la at veax ? ' , 

M&tiaate of Average Coat of Producing Meala 
1973-74 1974-75 
Lunch ^ .6069 ,72 

Breakfaat * .2734*i^ .31 ' , 

^' Haa the i tudenta* price increaaed per .lunch over laat year? 
* ycr Breakfaatr How mqch. on- the averaiep la the tncreaae for 
, each? Ca n yoy correlate loaa of liartlclpatlon aaiong -"paying 
a^udenta^ ' U amy, with thi> increaae? It ao what ia it? ^ 

Average increaae in student price for aeala: * 
a o Ltinch .05 

^ Breakfaat .05 

There ia a poaaibility that many achoola will increaae the price 
another 5 cent a before the end of the preaent school year. 
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In paat years schools have experienced a decrease o£ 5-10 percent 
In participation when the price for meals were Increased. This year, 
the average number of full price meals did not decrease s Ignlf Itantly . 
It is anticipated that another Increase this year will result in a 
large drop In the participation of payi^ng gtudents. 

How many reduced price lunchei are aerved each day? Breakfast? 
How do these figure! compare with last year at this time ? 

Average Reduced Price meals per day (November) 

R • 1973 ' . 1974 

Lunch 4,364 13,266 

^ Breakfast 86 - 389 

What has been the effect of the expanded reduced prlce„prp^ram on 
participation in .your state? How many school dlstrlcti have initiated 
the reduced price lunches this year? 

The e)q)anded Reduced Price program hai not Increased total partici- 
pation* IXie to the increased spread of reduced price income levels, 
school districts were more receptive to offering reduced prices. 
Thuo, more students become eligible for reduced price meals. 

Thirty-eight additional school districts initiated the reduced* price 
program this year. Of the 135 school districts In Virginia, 75 are 
now providing reduced price meaJLs. * . v 

What lesislatiye changes > if any, would you re^commend to help stop 
the loss of paying students in the lunch program ? 

Funds be "made available to support a strong nutrition education 
program each school . 

rsal free lunch program or a universal price for all 

Revise the Type A meal requirementt for high ichool students - 

The ichool breakfast program has not expanded at the same rate ai 
the lunch. j)rogram. Why has program participation lagged fundlng|? > 
Admin lot rat ive problems? tack of public ihformat lort? SGhopl food 
personnel oVferioaded? The "This is the Family Job" attitude? 

Many admlrtlstrators have the attitude that breakfast ts not a school 
respona Ibil ity. 

Administering the present free and reduced price program will add to 
problems and paper work. 

Administrators state that bus schedules will not permit a breakfast 
program. 

There lb a fear that the income will not be sufficient to cover the 
additiorCal labor and other expenses. 
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What changes, it anXi In the legislation would hfelp tmprdvc the 
participation rate and quality og the breakfast program?. 



Establish a universal program either free or 5 cents, Cot all 
students. Thii would eliminate the administrative probl/ems 
and paperwor4c^resulting from the free and reduced price 'program. 

What» if any, modif ications in the meal pattern should be made 
to help increaie participation and dccreasfe waste in the lunch 
^ program? The bieakfait program? . 

The size sewing 'of the various component • of the meal pattern 
^ should be reduced ftjr children ages '6-9. 

Change the vegetfble/f ru it requirement to Vcup for children 
ages 6-12. r,, 

A) If the commodity program were to end how much cash per meal 
would you need to offset the loss? Do you want the conrooditv 
program to continue? It ao, how would yoU. impr ove it or change 
it? . 

B) In yftur opinion, ia it possible for schools to purchase from 
Local whole sal erf cl^rtain food items such a a frozen meats and ' 
canned fruits and vegetables as cheaply a a the USDA is able to 
buy them, assuming equal quality? If not» please give an.exawple 
of the coat differential for one ItemT / . • 

• A) It is estimated that schools would need a minimum of 15 centa 
per meal to offset the loaa of commoditiea. I strongly recoMcnd 
' the continuation of the commodity program. * 

It would be most helpful if schools knew prior to the opening of 
the school term the commodities to be received, the arrival date, 
and the amount. Thia information can then be uaed in menu planning, 
purchasing, etc. 

B) The large achool diatricta can purchaae aa cheaply aa the 
U.S'D.A. This ia due to having profeasionally trained personnel 
to vTrlte specif icationa bid buying, large'quantity purchaaea, and 
having large atorage facilities. , The smaller districts do not have 
tnose advantages. 

The cost of ground b«ef ranged from a low of .66U8 to $1.02 per 
pound. The low co«t being in a large division doing centralized 
purchasing. The high cost was by a small school with limited 
sources from whichiJ:o purchase. It is questionable that the local 
purchases arc as high quality as the donated foods. 
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11 , What arc your Gqulpmcnt ncedi for new programa? For cx la ting programa ? 
How much do yo\> expect to receive fiyr each oC thctc thia year? 

All existing public Schools In Virginia have food service Caclliftiea. 
•Non-food assistance li needed for equipment replacement and Cor ad- 
ditional equipment to meet program needs. It la estimated there la. 
a present need Cor iUW,000 for this ^purpose. 

• ^ VirginlS. has received $ud'l,693 unrestricted equipment funds and 
$471 in restricted funds, 

•12. What percentage increase in participation would you expect in your 
^ gtate if '^the school lunch program Were to be made universal, at 

10 cents per lunch for all students? Under such a program, it is 
assumed that the need for totally free lunches would be minimal . 
Would you favor such a program? Can you estimate the additional 
monies needed to have such a program in your atate? 

Total participation is presently 66% of students in Average Dally 
Attendance. It is estimated that with a 10 cent universal program 
the participation will Increase to 90% of atucUnta. 

13. How much time and money would your atate gave if a univeraal program 
replaced the current program, and the current certification and re- 
porting paperwork waa reduced accordingly? 

It la j^atimatcd that achoola and school dlatrlcta devote 1.25 million 
manhours in the printing and distributing of reqi/ired letter, applica- 
tions, and scale i reviewing and cettlfytng applicatlonoi notifying 
parents of action taken on application; distributing and handling 
tickets; repotting proceedures, etc. o 

The above manhours i;epfe#ent» an estimated cost of $7,000,000. 

lU. What percent. of the school districts in your state charge the lunch 
program for the coot of t 

'% 

A. Utilltleo , * 32% 

' D. Transportation of U.S.D.A. Foods 20% 

C. School Administrative Overhead 12% 

D. Employment of Personnel For Supervision 2% 
during lunch period i « 

15, What, If 9^, arfe the current le>)cla of atate reimbursement a you 
receive for juiichea thia year? Bfreakfast? How much has this' 
increased in the last three (3) yearsT^ What is the total amount 
, of state money you currently receive? 

fcunch — State funds paid to school districts for lunch reimbursement 

FV 1973 FY 1975 

Per lunch ^0067 .01734 

Total Amaunt $768,888 $1,957,110 
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$2,93l,<405 i8 available for ^ 

Breakfast — No State fundi are appropriated for the Breakfast 
Program. 

If this office can provide further itifortnation, please contace me.* 

1 ^ 



Sincerely, 




JFM: jw . 



School 
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Superintendent of Public Instruction 

DR. FRANK ■. BROUILLET ' OLD CAPITOL iLDG.. OtVMfU; WASH. 9K04 



February 7, 1975 



Senator George McCovcm ^ *" 

Senate Select CooMittee on , ' 

Nutrition and Human Needs 
U, S. Senate Building ^ 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator McCovern: * 

Thio letter ia in roapojiae to your teletype of January 2A, 1975. 

1. November, 1974 Free Reduced Price Paid Totajt 

Lunch 80,236 15,062 202,85*3 298,151 

Broakfaat 10,056 765 3,204 1A,025 

2. We csCiraate the average cost 'in our state of producing a lunch at 70c 
and breakfast at AOc. Tlio catimatc for last year vafl 67c for lunch, 
and 35c for breakfast. 

• 

3. Lunch prices were incroaaed th llA achool districts^ thia year: 

No. of School Diatricta Increaao Per Moal. 

85 ' ^ 5C 

, ' 25 lOc 

# * 3 15(? 

1 20^ 

These ochool diatrlcto rcprbaent 30. AZ of the total participation in , 
the program. The average daily participation for November, 1973 waa 
93j078 and for November, 197A it waa 90,716. This is a decrease of 2.62« 

Thc^Jcrcent of participation in the lunch program has increased statewide 
approximately 2%. 

-Total enrollment has dropped approximately 0.7% (7/.10 of one percent). 
Breakfast pric<3a were increased in 11 school districts this year: 

No. of School Districta Increase Per Meal 

• 8 5c 
3 lOc 

The average dally participation for November', 1973 was 6,300 and for ^ 
November, 197A it was 7,185. This is an increase of lAX. 
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There !■ ■ decreiie in pirticipition asong the paying itudenti but it 
cinnot be ditermlned whether it U due to the higher eligibility gulde- 
llnee for reduced price neilil^or to Increaiei in the ■elllng prices of 
neili. ^ 

4. Reduced Price Lunches: Noveaber, 1973 7,635 per day 

November, 197^ i5,062 por diy 
(Increase of 97.3%) 

Reduced Price Breakfasts: November, 1973 278 per day 
November, 1974 765 per day 
(Incrcssc of 175, 2Z) 

^. 1974 Fiscal Ycsr>-16 School Districts Did Mot Offsr Reduced <iPrlco Lunches 
255 School Districts Did Offer Reduced Price Lunches 

1975 F«tsca^ Yesr— 10 School Districts Do Not Offsr Reduced Price' Lurches ^ 

258 School Districts' Do -Offer Reduced Price Lunches 

V 

Refer to "4" for the. effect of the expanded reduced price progrsm. . 

6. Increased Section A reimbursement. More timely Information 6n ifolmburse- 
mont rstcs snd «ther Fcdersl support of the progrsm. This has Improved 
but there is still a long wsy t6 go. 



long wsy t6 go . 
lo In Xhc STt^to of W 




7. this is not applicable In Xhc S^to of Washington. 

8. None. -<% 

9. Make provlvlslon for milk alttornatcs. I.e., yogurt and coMMjrclal shake 
mix. Improve the ability of menu welters and cooka. this would help 
more than changing tt^e meal pattern« 

10. A) For the currontf year, 15c per meal. In some smaller, remote sehoj 

districts it would bo more. Some of the school districts would 
rather h^ve cash than connodltles 

In many ways, the progrsma would i>o oaalor to adnlnlstcrt if there 
was no food dlatjplbutlon progrsm, I.e., plsnnlng would bo easier if 
wc were receiving all cssh. 

B) The coat of obtaining food depends a great desl upon the size and 
location of a school district* 

11. Equipment Needs for New Programs t 0250,000 

^ Existing Progrsmst 0185,000 

Reserved Funds— Flscsl Yesr 19753 079,778 
Unreserved Funds— Flicsl Year 1975: $182,892 
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12. Expected Increaie: 25-35X Our currentVoartlclpatlon U 42-43X. 



attending echo oil part Iclpe ting In tjn^ NatlonaJAL School Lxiglh Program. 



13. Beaidei tl»e and ■oney, we are eure thet the intereet in and eupport 
of the food iirvlce program by ichool adalnlitratori would Incrcaae 
iMttaiurably with the elimination of the current certification and 
reporting paperwork Involved in the free and reduced price lunch 
pr6'graB. 

14. ^ The lilted 'iteM arc part of the ooet of operating food service^ 

prograas and ai luch ihould be ihovn in the accounting proceii. 

Fedem^ 'rciaburieaenc and children' ■ payi^nti do not cover the e!Tft^ 
of operating the prograsa. Thui, State and local fundi miit Aio be 
uied to lupport the prograa. 

15. tht Supiiintendent of Public Initruction budget request currently under 
coniideration by the Legiilature fot Piical Tear 1976 ii $3,836,677. 

We hope thii inforaation ii helpful to you. 




No, for there are many poor who could not afford 




Very truly youri. 




VRVtcMW 
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OANICk II TAVkON r 

i Jinuity 28, 1975 



Tha Honor sbls Geo rgs JHcGovern, Chalnian . 

UnlCcd SCtCM ScMU SsUcC CoMlCCei oh NuCrlClon ind Htmsn Nicds 
Unlctd SctCia ConifiM > « 

Wathlngton, D.G. 

Dtar SeniCor McGovirn: / 

» Vc have rccalvad your recenC Celegraa ^queiClng current InfonuClon concerning Che 
* Child NutrlClort Progrius ^dalnlsCsrsd b* ehi WmC Virginia DepirCaenC of EaucaClon. 
Slnci chlN deptrUiehC •dalnltCirs chiMXprogrMt only In the public ichooU; Infor- 
MClon concerning private school psrclclpeclon auec be obUlned froft Che U. S. 
Depercaenc of Agriculture. 

Approximately 97,598 Weet Vlrglnle echool children pey the full price for their 
echool lunchee eech dey while 71,401 heve epplled for and jracelve e free lunch. 
In the 317 echoole which pertlclpete In the echool. breekfeefc progren, 6,179 pey 
the full price for their breekfeete eect^dey while 20,871 etudente heve epplled 
tfit eiid receive e friie breekfeeC. 

Currently, the everege eoet of producing e echool lunch In Weet Vlrglnle, Including 
cotinty irubeldlee ie epproxlaateiy 85 cente. Ttie everege coet of producing e echool 
breekfeet le 35 cente. ^Theee coete ere epproxlwetely 15 per cent higher then coete 
during Che flecel yeer of 1974. 

Itudcnt prlcee for the echool lunch end the echool fireekfeet heve Increeeed by five \ 

to ten cente per «eal fro« Jenuery, 1974 to Jenuery, 1975. Pertlclpetlon In the \ 

Netlonel (Jchool Lunch Progrea dropped by 3,000 etudente during the eprlng of 1974 

end hee not Increeeed Markedly fro* thle level. S<jice the nupber of etudente 

epprovett for free end reduced price lunchei hee Increeeed duf Ing thle eluw period, 

ve aeeune thet the drop in pertlclpetlon !Mie been a reeult of thtee Increeeed 

prlcee« ^ 

ApproxlMtely 45,339 atudente receive e reduced price echool lunch eech dey while 
20,871 receive « reduced price lunch end 17,984 received. a reduced;. price breek- ' 
feet. .Thle aarked Increeee le due to the etete^wlde adoption of the expended 
reduce price eligibility atenderde. 

The nuaber of echoole pertlcipetlng In the echool breekfeet progrea hei InpreeeeQ 
by 37 froa fleCel yeer 1974. Moet echoole ere heeitant to pertlclpete In the 
echool breekfeet prograa for. one or aore of t|)e following reeeonet increeaed 
record keeping requlreaente; lack of peraonnel; Halted equipment and facllttlee; 
heeltency to participate elnce the "freere" on breekfeet progreae which occurred- 
eejreral yeere ego due to Halted funding. ^ 





147 



Changes in legislation which, would. help Increase partJ.cpatlon In the school food 
service programs Would be an initiation of a "reduced*' price school lunch and 
breakfast which would reduce record keeping requirements and accountability 
problems as. well as protecting the anonlmlty of the child. It Is estimated ' that . 
participation In the school lunch prograw «rould Increase to 90 per cent as compared 
to the current 63 per cent level of participation. Since, In West Vlr^nla, 55 
pec-^ent of all lunches served generally are free or at a reduced prlceV a sub- 
stantial "having* In record keeping expenses could be realized. 

Provision of a supplemental or "snack" meal In th6 public schools similar to 
that used in the Special Foojd Service Program would increase participation in 
chiXd feeding programs at the kindergarten level as well as at the junior and 
senior high school level. % 

In reply to yoiir request for information concerning the need for government-donated 
foods, this program is essential in this state. If the provision of government- 
donated foods were discontinued, at least 20 cents per lunch would be needed to 
replace this subsifdy. This amount wpuld be needed to establish a purchasljog^ 
system in many small counties where perti^nnel are not available to purchase foods. 
In all events, procurement of foodsr, delivery and storage would be a serious 
problem in the more rui;al areas of thi$ state. 

For the fiscal year of 1976, we estimate that approximately $185,000 will be needed 
to establish new programs in l^of the 15 "no program!" schools in West Virginia. 
Another $54,000 will be needed for expansion of existing programs and $553,000 will 
be needed for maintenance of existing programs in schools serving children from low 
Income families. The funds allocated for non-food assistance in West Virginia for 
fiscal year 1975 are $18,427 in funH^ reserved for "no program" schools and $143,128 
for maintenance and expansion of existing school food servic^ programs. No provisior 
has been made to assist school diaj^ricts with school consolidation progr^^. . 

Th« total amount of state money appropriated as State Aid for Cooks* Salaries has 
increased from $700,000 to $850,000 during the past three years. A request for 
$925,000 has been included in the State*s budget request for fiscal year 1976. 

We take this opportunity to thank you for your continued interest qnd support of 
the child nutrition programs. Please conta^ct this office if we may be of further 
assis'tance. 



Sincerely, 

Faith Gravenmler, Director 
School Food Services 
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Si»te"^f W|scoM» dbpartm.en\^of public instruction 

§§rb$r9 Thompson, Ph.D. 
Stat» Supmrint»nd§nt 

February 10, 1975 • ' ' / ' Dwi§htM,St9smn$,Ph.D. 

^ tMputy StMt9 Supiinmndtnt 

DIVISION FOR SCHOOL BOAffD AND ADMINISTRATOR SEJiVICeS 
• i Donald E.Dimick,AmttantSuiMr1n»rKhnt 

The Honorable George McCoverrij. Chairman 
U.S. Seiiate Select Coramlttee" on Nutrition 

•nd. iiuman Needs "■ .■ 

Washington i U.C. • 

£)ear Senator McGovem: 

• " ' - " ( 

The following data is provided in response to your telegram request 1 
for Information about the National School Lunch, School-^Breakfast , 
Special Food Service and Coimuodity Programs operating in Wisconsin's 
public schools.- The operating date is for October, 197*4. 

■ . • I * ■ ■ 

l) a) Paid for lunches served daily .... ^ .. 327,531 

b) Free lunch ea served daily 78,729 

c) Paid for breakfasts served daily. , . ... ^4,955 

d) Free breakfast's, served da iOy "^3,557 

. 2) ' aj Vfistlinated average luiich cost -1[l97**-75) . . '^.^^1*61^ ' 
■' b.) Estimated avcr.ageijreakfast' cost 37V95,is ' 

c) Average lunch cost (1973-7**). . .\ . . . 65.1oi6 

d) Average b re akf as t- coat (l973-7*+). .< . . . 3*4.500 

3) a) Student lunch prices have increased over last year 
by about Q3-cents a .lunch on a statewide average. 

b) The breakfast program is rather insignificant; the 
"tf state average price increase was OL-cent. 

c) On a statewide basis, the number .of paying students 
in October, 197** vas .30 per cent, less than in 
October 9 1973. The decrease may have been caiised 
by the increase J.n the number of free and rJiduced 
price lunches^. 

« U) a) Reduced priqjc lunchea aerved daily. .... 3iOl8 

b) Reduced price breakfasts aerved daily ... 5** ^ 

c) Reduced price lunchea served daily (Oct., •73) 532 

d) Reduced price breakfasts served daily (Oct. , '73) 20 

5) The expanded reduced pVice program from 150^ to 115% has not 
* I ' produced any significant change in reduced meal p artl c ip atl on . 

The number of school districts .offering the reduced price meal 
has almost doubled this year. 6l public districts (about 15^) 
are now participating. in the reduced price programs; last year 
3*4 offered reduced price meala to the students.' 

P 



126 Lantdan Strmu Madiion, Wi'aconiJn 53702 
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■ ' * - ■ . ^ 

6) . students not elif^ible fof free or reduced price meals 

will participate when the estahlished- char«?e is about 
the same «s the food cost for the meal served* I believe 
we need ler.ialation that would establish a maximum meal • 
charf^e based on the school's average per neal food cost 
aild which would authorize general, cash assistance funds 

^ to offaiet locffl district costs beyond the average per 

meal food costs. The escalation of neal costs and the 
attitude of most school authorities to operate a "break 
even" program .will eventually reduce the Child I^trition ^ 
ProRrams to welfare prof^rams if present pricing and 

• fundinf formulas continue. 

7) Breakfast prograns are not expanding in Wisconsin for 
all of the reasons noted. However, I believe that 
administrative problems and schbol food personnel 
overload are the two main reasons for the lag. Cert;einly 
the "this is the fanily Job" response is evident but 

it often appears to be a cover-up for the other reasons 
' given. , 

6) One could quickly respond by saying that increased 

funding would help but participation i& not as hir:h es 
expected in the "especially needy" school l)reakfast ProGranm. 
Also, in the larf^er city schools, many administrative problems 
must be overcome. It would involve nef^otiatinp with as many 
aij five unions in sohe school districts to chan^^e.the workinf 
times and duties to iirrplenent a^ breakfast proRram.. I don't 
^ believe the problem can be solved by legislative chenRes , 

» Short of mandaMng the breakfast procram and fully funding 

•P - it which I am noi^refconmending. . 

' 9) The ^pe A pattern should be retained in the elementary 
levels t but a nutrient standard type of a meal pattern 
'* should ^e offered In the secondary levels. The nutrient 

standards would allow greater flexibility in menu, design . . 
to reflect student preference and eating habits. If 
students do not acquire a taste for a particular food item 
by the time they are in the Junior or senior class levels, 
it is generally recognized that they .will not be accepted 
so why continue to provi^le such items. We experience little 
waste in the breakfast prograjns. 

10) a) Wisconsin schools are dQihg some bid purchasing of 
foods on a regional basis . I don*t believe there would 
be an economic loss to the schools if- cash was provided 
* in lieu of commodities . Furthermore,, schools could, buy 

, what they really wanted to satisfy their particular student 

tastes. Sbhools now buy 80^ of their food needs. The 
, ■ emphasis should be on better purchasing practices and 

procedures. The State Agency Food Service Bureau employ* 
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• School Food ProciirjBDjent Consultant to provide this 
tervic« to the achools.. 

It should be noted, too, that the uncertointy of the 
Connodity Program causes many problems, it becomes 
more difficult to maintain an efficient and economic 
dic^jribution system when Vinda and amounts of food 
fluctuate. It be cornea moat difficult to distribute 
foods snd to utilize foods advantageously when the 
users are numerous and amajtl, ouch ai? is the. situation 
with the growing numbers of institutions. 

' o 

It ia a real problem to the State Agency consultants to 
make kitchen fa\:ility and delivery system recommendations. 
Wisconsin had about 90% of the participating schools 
baking bread and/or rolls. The flour and shortening 
cutback is causing many to reduce or discontinue their 
baking prog ra»>i. should we be recommending bakinp 
equipment and floor space in new kitchen plons that 
school districts are presently building? Schools 
purchasing prepared meals from industry cannot utilize 
the . commodities effectively. And while scSne processing 
/Contracts have reportedly generated aavings, we cannot 
overlook the State Ag*^cy cog t to implement and monitor 
these programs* Ko, I don't want the Connnodity Program 
to conUMie. I would prefer the cash for the Wisconsin 
schools. 

^B) Yes it is. As I indicated in (a) above, most schools 
need help in purchaoing. It lb -better tp emphasize 
savings on the 80J5 of food purchase tha.t the local schools 
must do. Presently schools can buy ground beef cheaper 
locally then that purchased, by the USDA. Also, flour and, 
other items when the per pound instate delivery cost is 
added to the government purchase price. 

Wisconsin has a greater need to update and help schools 
maintain their program operation than to provide for 
new programs. We should have * about $^00,000 for new 
schools and $500,000 for ongoing program schools. We 

\ expect to receive $26h,f2j^ reserved funds and $237,051 

\unreserved funds. 

There ir no doubt that ptrticipotlOn would iMcrease by 
- 75^. I would favor 13 uch a program but would prefer o 
universal lunch progron and elininote all the other 
school^^ood service programs, including the Special 
Milk Program. The 100 prcfgrqm would require about 
$70 M additional moniea for the state of Wisconsin. 
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13) The Stttt jattching snd educttion sid* piVi^entt' of 
•ppz'ox-inately $2.5 M would be elinineted. I ctn*t 
eetimete the local educetionel agency cort reduqtion 
if certificetion end reporting peper work vee reduced 
by the provision of • universtl lunch progrezn« No 
doubt it would be iubottntiel* It would heve little 
fie eel iinpect on U>'e State Agency in that regard* 

II4) A) Ilona . 

ij) All 

C) None . ' . 

D) Laaa th^n 10% 

15) Up to 20-canta per lunch oerved free or at a reduced 
price to help defray production coeta that' exceed the 
available^^fedaral reinborsenenta » None for breakfa«ta« 
No increaae in reimbursement rates in paat. three years* 
$1^^21fU6U was appropriated directly through' State Aid 
thitr^year. Schools will receive additional aids through 
the general education aids to defray approximately Uq%^ 
on the average, of the program operating loaaao experienced 
during the y-ear. 

Sincerely, 




Bureau for ^chool Food Services 
EJP:krt 
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THE STATE OF WYOMING 

DlfARTMiNT OP tOUCATIO(M 

STATE OFFICE tUiLOtNQ WEST 
> CHCYCNNI. WVOMINQ 83002 

January 30, 1975 



C 



KOSKKT 0, SCHRAOCII 



Senator Gcotge McGovern, Chairman 
U, S. Sonato Soloct Coiwnittoo on 

Nutri-tion and Human NdedV 
United States Senate 

Washington, D.C. 20510 ' ' 

RE: Telegram dated January 23, 1975 • •. 

^ . Dear Senator McGovern : 

I certainly appreciate the opportunity to reply to the following 
questions concerning Child Nutrition Programo. I feel that it is 
moat important for the state agencies who are intimately involved* 
with the local school food service programs to be able to provide infor- 
mation to your committee in order for needed revisions in legislation 
to T>e made coj^icerning the Child Nutrition Programs, 

The. answers td your questions are as follows: " 

!• How many paid for and frcje lunches, on the average, are served 
in your state cAch day? Breakfast? (Use data from the latest 
available month.) 



1 

Pr 



Lun^jheo per day (Septiomber through November, 1974) 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS ' PRIVAT?! SCHOOLI 

Paid ' Free Paid Free 

32,896 5,557 778 289 

Breakfaats p6r day (September through November, 1974) » 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

Paid Free Paid Free 

32 ,360 9 119 

2. What do you estimate is the average <:ost in your state of 
^ producing a lunch this year? A Breakfast? How does this 
compare to last year? 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS Average annual cost per lunch through November 1974, 
is 69* compared to an average annual coat of 65C for 
. . the 73-74 school year. 
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PRIVATE SCHOOLS Average annual cost of 57C last year compared to 
an average annual cost of 57^ this year through 
• November, 1974. 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS-BREAKFAST Average cost per breakfast 63C through 
December , 1974,. compared to an average annual ' . 
average cost of 620 for last school year. 

pkllvATE SCHOOLS-BREAKFAST Average cost per breakfast 47« through 
\ December , 197^ compared to an average annual cost 

• of 40 C por brt^akfast last school year. 

3. .Has the stujjient's price increased per lunch over last year? 
Per breakfast? How much, on the average, is the increase for 
each? Can you correlate loss of participation among payihg 
students, if any, with thio increase? If so, wh(\t is it? 



PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Price por lunch last year 45-550. Price per lunch this year 
50-600. Price por breakfast last year 350. Pxficb per breakfast 
this, year 400*. " 

PRIVATE SCHOOLS » 

Price per^ lunch last year -JOO. Price per lAinch this year 350. 

Price per brcakfaato, last year 200. Price-per breakfast this year 200 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Participation io up. thio year 3^,170 lunches por day to date compared 
^ to 38,281 lunches por day for last yoar« 

PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

1,047 lunchoo por day laot year compared to 1,070 lunches per day 
this year. 

4. How many reduced price lunches are served each day? Breakfast? 
How do those figures compare with last year at this time? 

. ' PUBLIC SCHC>OLS 



Reduced Price Lunchoo Per Day Reduced Price Breakfasts Por Day 

Thio Year 716 . 9 . ' 

Last Year 497 ,8 ' 

PRIVATE SCHOOLS ' 

Reduced Price Lunchoa Per Day Reduced Price Breakfaata Per Day 

This Year 3 . 0 ' 

Ijttst Year 4 0 
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5. What has boon tho effoct of the oxpanded roducod price program 
on participation in your a^ato? How many school diotricts havo 
initiatod reduced prico luftchoa thio year? 

* Sinco our total participation (public and privato) is up 2.27% and 
our rcdtfcod price lunchoo are up 30.11% this year, wo can aaaume that 
tho expanded reduced price program has helped expand the progrcun to 
those children in need of a reduced p^rice lunch. v 

Note: A factor that should bo considered is that Wyoming is experionc- 
ingL an approximate 2% annual growth rate ih school enrollment. 

^ We have had eight additional districts initiate the rediiced price 
program this year. 

6, What legislative changes, if any, would you recomraotttTto help^ 
otop tho loao of paying students in the l^nch program? 

•We would suggest increased reimbursement rates under Section 4 fd 
all Type A lunchoo in order to defray tho cost of lunches and thJte- 
tore enable the districta to reduce the price to paying childrenV 



The School Droakfaot Program has not oxpanded at the s(ime rate 
ao the Lunch Program. iWy has program participation lagged? 
Funding? Administrative Problems? Lack of Public i;nformation'> 
School Food Personnel Qver loaded? Tho "This is the family job" 
attitude? 



The School Droakfaot Program has lagged duo to apathy by childroa and 
parents - no interest in participation on their part. 



8. 



What changes, if any, in the legislation would help improve tho 
participation rato and quality of the breakfast program? 



'^6 have no ouggootiono on legislative changes, for the Breakfast Program. 

9. What, if any, modification in the meal pattern should be made to 
help increase participation and decrease waste in the lunch 
program? The Breakfast Program?^ 

the following comment does not pertain to meal patterns. Make fund* 
available for ochopl lunch room improvements (appearance) . Docrease 
the institutionallzc^r atmoaphoro of tho cafeterias by allowing ichool 
diotricts to use Non-Roaervod Funds for changes in building structure 
and painting, etc. 



10. 



(a) If the commodity program wore to end how much iash per meal 
would you need to offset tho loss? Do yOu* want the conwiodity 
program to continue? If so, how would you improve it or change 
it? (b) In your opinion, is it possible for schools to puroliaso 
from the local wholesalers certain food items such ai frozen 




i 

s. 
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t^oats and canndd fruits and vogdtables as cheaply aa USDA Is 
• iblo to buy thom, afssuitilng equal quality? .if not, ploase glvo 
< on Qxamplo of the cost differential for one Item. 

(a}V Approximately \ 10^ per meal la needed to offset the loss at present* 
but will continue *>t\3 Incre ase due to Inflation. Thl^ factor wOuld' 
. require an escalator cTa'uie . ° [ . 

■■■ -«>*»«^w— 

Conunonto from schools suggest that they would rather continue ^on the 

present fiommodity pro-am then receive cash. ^ * 

« ' .. 

Ship more than one item per shipment to save transportatlqn costs. 
Insure tjiat a variety of connnodltles are available. 

Buy foodo early in the school year and distribute during the year and 
'do not purchaoe late in the school year as the commodities will sit 
in the ochool's storage facilities over the summer months. 

J Tr'y new food itemo (e.g. peanut grginules-childran really lilce them.) 
Maybe pizza prepared sauce and dough. 

. (b) It io not posoible to locally purchase these goods aa che^aply aa 
USDA. Example-] School dlotribta pay approximately 89^ per pound 
^ tor^ hamburger compared to USDA ^purchase, of hamburger at 63^ pe^r~ ^ 
pound. ' / * 

11. Uhat are your equipment needs for now programs? For lexisting 
programs? How much do you expeotta receive for each of these 
L-.- thio year? 

Our need for equipment for new programs is not overly great but an 
inOreaae in funding io needed. The need for reserved funds is 
continually increaoing due to impacted areas in the State of Wyoming 
because of increased industrial activity. This ..impact is resulting in 
construction of many new' schools to serve the personnel building the 
coal generating electrical plants. Our needs for existing programs 
are great and we will not be able to assist all those schools in heed 
of aooiotanco thio fiscal year. Due to inflation eating* away at 
ochool diotricto* budgets, the schools do •not hav» sufficient funds 
to maintain their cafeteriao. ' 

Our allocation for new programs is $24,238 for fiscal year M75. " 

^•Our allocation iPor existing program* iff $24,335 for fiscal year 1975. 

Wo need to receive more assistance for existing -progjjkms and 
reserved funds for the drastic impact on the schools in Wyoming. 
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12. What porcont inoroaoo in participation would you expect in your 
otato if the School Lunch Program woro to bo made univeroal, 

at IOC per lunch for all JStudonto? Under such a program, it io 
aooumod that tho need for totally froo luncheo would bo minimal ^ 
Would you favor ouch a program? Can yo\i eotimato the additional 
raoriioo needed to have ouch a program in ypur otato? 

Wo would eotimate a 50% incroaOQ in participation if a univeroal program 
wore to go into effect with the child paying IOC per meal. We would 
definitely favor ouch a program. Wo. would eotimato $10,068,300 would bo 
needed in order tq|p^reimburoe tho ochools for mealo fiervo4 aoouming that 
a meal would coot 700 per meal, the child would pay 10^ off this cost 
and a 501 increafie* In participation. • ^ ' 

13. How much time and money would -your otate n^w i^UA-uiTlvcroal 
program wore to replace the current prjjj^m, and ito current 
certification and reporting paporwor>t%^aQ reduced accordingly? 

I would guoQo it wouJ.d bo in exceoo o^^?0,000 otato-wido. * • 

14. l^at percent of the ochoalo districts in your^ otate charge tho 
lunch program for tho coot of: (a) utilitioo*, (b) tranoporta-^ 
tion*of USDA foodo, (c) school jiclntinistrative pvoFhoad., id) 



ompipymont* of poroonnol for oWervioion during t'hio ochool 
period? I 



\ 

(a) At the prooorft time, diotricts i^ Wyoming, do not charge tho lunch 
program for utilitioo, however, wo are implementing a now food sor^^ 
accounting oyotom that will charge all J^unCh 'programo in tho otate 
for their applicable utility coot, ^(b) All diotricto charge the 
lunch program for tho cost of tranoparting USDA commodities, (c) At 
tho prp.oent time., diotricto" do not \^iargo tho School, Lunch Program 
for ochool adminiotrative overhead. tI» stated above, t/ith the now 
accounting oyotem in tho future all scnoal lunch programo will charge, 
the lunch program with ochool adminiotrative cooto; (d) At tho present 
time, diotricto do not charge tho lunch program for employment of 
peroonnel for oupervioion during the lunch period. Ao gtatqd in (a) 
abovo, with the now accounting oystem thio charge will bo made to 
the food service in tho future. • • 

15. What, if any, are the current love la of state roimburoement you 
receive for lunches thio year? Broakfaot? How much hao this 
•x incroaood in th<? last three years? What io tho tothl amount of 
otato money you currently receive? 

No otate appropriated fundo are used to reimburse for lunches and 
broakfaoto served. Wo use tho State Foundation Program as state 
match for Section 4 funds. Total state fundo available for adminis- 
tration of tho state office currently is $67,475 (two year period of 
time) . 



1G«) 















It additional information ia needed, ploaso 
' this office. Wo will be more than happy to 
information. 


do not hesitate to 
furnish additional 


contact 
needed ^ 


Insincerely, ^ 






^ Sidney C. H^erner 
' State Direcitor 

'Child. Nutrition Programs 






♦ SCW/BKK^ 






■\ ■ ■ • 

V 

' . . \ 






• ■ V •. 

. /■ . 












\' ■ ■ 






. ■ ■ ' 








\ ■ * 








• 








■ 16.1' ■ 







158 



GOVERNMENT OF AMERICAN SAMOA 

PAGO PAGO, AMERICAN SAMOA tmmi^^ 
DSPAllTHniT or DUCATION 

SCHOOL LUHCH PROGRAM 

f Pabruacy 6« 1975 



0«org« Mc.Govai^n 
Chairman, U«8«'l«nata 
Salact Conmittte on Nutrition 
and HuMn Na«di« 

^ Pollowing Informatlona arc. in rafarance to your, 
talegrcjn datad« Januacy 23, 1975. 

1. B^OO lunchaa aarvad fraa 4 , 
' 2 5,600 fraa braakfaat aarvad 

2« Avaraga coat par lunch 726 - 31725 

Avaraga coat par braakfaat .oa - «11 

3. H*A. * 

4. N.A. 

5. N.A. ' '^ 
^» Nona, All atudanta in Amarican Samoa ara 

aarvad wittf|Tunchaa and braakfaat* 

7. Uck of faoilitlaa 

8. No changaa 
9^ Nona 

10k Na don't hava any Markat or Wholaaalara to 
purchaaa Comoditiaa in Amarican S«no«« 
But wa prafar to contintia raoaiving cocivnoditiaa 
for our program. ' > 

11. Iqulpmenta naadai llacttle rahgaa, rafrigaratora, 

' ^2 . ; _ ' - 110,000 for ona yaar. 

13 



•nd braakfaat to atudanta. \ 
Thla will only aa aatlmata of ,l»t of tlma and 
^TrJH!''^ " '^^^""^ ?roS\S;":n!K2rail 



14. Nona 

15. Nona appllad. 




rOtO SERVICE KANAOER 



SUMMARY OF ANSWERS TO SURVEY 



Increase in price of meals to students^ 1973-74 to 1974-75:^ 
Lunch (38 replies) : J *S 
No' increase: 6 States. 

Less than 5 cents: 4 States. ' ^ 

5 cents: 19 States. ^ . ^ 

cents: 3 States. 

* : 10 cents: 4 States. . , . . 

.More than 10 cents: 1 State. 
No paid meals: 1 Btate. 
, Breakfast (33 replies) : 

* No increflfse: 10 States. 

Less than 5 cents: 8 States. " ' * 

0 cents: 12' States, u ■ ■ 

6--9^cents: 1 Stftte. 

10 cents; 1 State. 

More Chan 10 cents : No State. 

No paid meals: 1 State. ^ .n^ 

Average cost of producing • meals, increase 1973-74 to 1974-75 
Lijnch: ^ 

1973- 74 (32 replies) : 68 cents. 

1974- 75 (37 replies) : 76.5 cents. 
Incimso: 13 percent. 

Breakfast: . 

19Y3-74 (32 replies) : 32.7 cents. . ^ ^ 

1974-76 (37 replies); 38 cents. • 
Increase: 13 percent. 

" • . * (169) 
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State support per- meal above required matching (31 replies) : 
None: 7 States. ' L. ^ 
^ ^Les*3 than 1 cent:. 2 States. ^ 

1- 1.99 cents: 8 SUtes. 

2- 2.99 cents: 3 States.. . ^ 
\ 3-3.919 cents: No State. • ' 

4-4.99 cents: No State. , ^ 

U-5.99 cpnts: 2 States. ' 
li-6.99 cents: 2 States. ' / 

.7-7.99 cents: 1 State. « ; v . 

8- 8.99 cents: No Stajie. 

9- 9.99 cents: 1 State. . - 
10 cents and more: i2 States. • 
For free and reduced price meals oxjy: 3 States. 

Equipment needs: * , 

FoF new programs (32 replies) : $11,192,000. 
^f^OKexistmg programs (32 replies): $22,324,000. 

NUMICR or tUNCKES SERVED DAYi 

^P«ld Riducidptki FrN 
^ '^^ ^ (35 fipliti) 06 fipliM) (35 fipiki) 

LundMt: . . , (Numbir of Stitis) 

Now....... .12 0 

Ltii thin iSpoo 1 23 :i • 4 

.10,00010 24,^ 1 .7 % 

^^25,000 10 4l,m 3 2 1 

50,000 10 fl.m ^ fi 1 I 

10W»Ololiil,tH « I . 3 

moooiozffwi e fl 6 

300.00010391.919. ..i 3 0 4 

400,00010 499.999 5 0 0 

500,000 Wmoft i... 3 0 I 

. iSoffli Stiitt ripoilod ill tunchot; tomi oitiy lunchtt itfv«d In. ptiMtc kHooIi. Whin both wtri riporlod, tho toUl of 
puMic and priviti It shown. ' ' v - . 




NUMBER OF BREAKFASTS SERVED PER DAYi 



Rtductd 

P«id prjct Frtt 

(33 rtplits) (35 rtplits) (33 rtplits) 



Brukfastsr 

Non« 

Ltss than 500 

500 to 999.... 

' 1,000 to 1,999 

2,000 to 2.999....^ 
t ^3,000 to 3,999 

4,000 to 4,999. 

5,0(IO-td 9,999. 

10,000 to 14,999 

15,000 to 19,999 

20,000 or ovtr 



(Number of Statas) 



3 

21 

' 7 



^ 0' 
2 
•3 

4r' 

0 
4 

. 1 
2 
2 
3 

12 



of^publIc-and*privafi^ lunchas sarvad in public Schools. Whan both wara raportad, tha total 

INCREASE IN PARTICIPATION IN REDUCEO PRICE MEALS FROM SC KOOLY EAR 1973-74 TO ^CH 00 LY EAR 1974-75 



Lunch 
-(32 raplias) 



Braakfast 
(30 raplias) 



^ ~' ~ ~ — ""ST" 

Incraasa: 

. ■ ■ 

Las5 than 100. ^ 

100 to 299 y 

300 to 499 • ^ — 

500 to 699 ' 

700 to 999.:. " 

' 1,000 to 2,999 . . "I 

3,000 to 4,999. 

5,000 to 6,999 

. 7.000 to 9.999 ....j.. I 

10,000 or mora . 

DKraasa..., 

No raducad prica maatat. 



(Number of Statas) 

2 
I 
0 

, 0 
1 

11 

3 

1 : 
6 

- 5 
0* 

2 • 



^10 
3 
7 
2 
0 
4 
0 
0 

g' 

1 

3 
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i:FFi:CT OF ADMINISTRATION'S BLOC GRANT ONXHILD 
NUTRITION PROGRAMS 



rFrom Community Nutrition Institute Weekly lUipoi-t, Vol. V, No. 6, 

Feb. 6, 1975] 



Budget Message 
Proposes Ending 
Child Nutrition Programs 

The Fbrd Administration ignited a new firestorm 
in the nutrition area this week by calling for the 
abolition of the school lunch, school breakfast, . 
special miik» equipment assistance, d^y care, 
summer feeding, supplemental feedings and wo- 
men, infants, and children (WIC) programs. • 

The Atfminlstration said it would seek legislation 
designed tp replace all existing child nutrition pro- 
grams with a single -program of block grants to ■ 
states. The announcement camo this week with 
'the, unve,Uing of President. Ford'a budget request 
•for fiscal year 1976. * , 

The blo<;k grants would provide $600 million to . 
$700 million less in food assistance in fiscal 1976 
than would the' continuation of existing, programs, 
fhe principal gavings would result from termina- 
tion' of federal support for school meals served to 
non-poor children. - Z , 

Pregnant and nursing women who now receive food 
" supplements under the WIC and supplemental food 
programs would also be cut off entirely. Block 
grant funds would be available for the (j revision of 
*meai8 to ch^ildren only. 

Mock Grants Prof>oMd 

Under the'Administration's proposal, states would 
be able to use -block grant funds to provide meals 
meeting one-third of the U'.S, Recom'ihended Daily 
Allowances (RDAs) of basic. nutrients to chil^.en 
from, families with incbmes up to 125 percent of 
the poverty line. The children could receive their 
meals in schools, day care centera, summep»re- 
creation progratns or other institutional settings. 

The proposal would knoak out about $650 mlUion 
a year in federal support currently provided to 



sehpols to help defray the c<Jsts of breakfasts, 
lunches and milk served to children from fam- 
ilies above 125 percent of the poverty line. Wil- 
liam G. Bollng, manager of USDA's child nutrition 
division, predicted that the prices charged for 
schbol. lunches would rise about 22 cents if the 
block grant concept goes into effect. 

State allocations under the new proposal would be 
determined by multiplying $202 (90 cents per meal 
' times 225 days) by the number of <:hildren in the • 
^stateSvho are between the ages of one and 17 in 
families^laelow the poverty line. Part of a state's 
allocation would be withheld, howiever, if the state 
had poor children in schools with no school food 
programs. The funds would be released only if 
the ^ate used them to establish food programs in 
these schools. 

The proposal is sure to meet vigorous and probably 
insurmountable opposition In Congress. It would 
require famili es of four with incomes above $5,64 0 

Congress Votes Freeze 

The House on T.uesday voted 374-38^ 
freeze food stamp prices at current i^velt 
until the end of 1975. The Senate was ex- 
pected to follow suit on Wednesday. For 
further details, see story on page 3. 

a' year to pay an average of 65 to 70 cents for each 
child. This aspect of the program, will be difficult 
tp sell on Capitol Hill. 

In addition, an increase of 20 ce'rits or more in the . 
price of school lunchea would drive several mil* 
lion;'paying children out of the program. The Sen- 
ate Nutrition Committee estimated in a 1973 re- 
port tfiat each increase of one cent in the price of 
school -lunches causes one percent of the paying 
Students (or about 145, 000 children) to drop out of 
. the prbgram, 

(continued on next pafe) 
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If the nu er of children purchasing lunches de- 
clines sharply, per- lunch preparation costs will 
rise, necessitating possible further increases in 
meal prices and further dislocations in the program. 

Organizations and agencies involved with non-school 
food programs also are likely to oppose the Admin- 
istration proposal. Day care and summer feeding 
programs would have no assurance of receiving 
funds from state officials who would control the 
block grants,, and WIC directors would see their 
new programs dissipated almost entirely. 

The proposal hag sUready drawn a bitter blast 
from Senator George S. McGovern (D-S. D. ), Nu- 
trition Committee chairman* who declared within 
hours after .release of the budget message that ht» 
was totally and implacably opposed to the block 
grants proposal. 

"I am certain Congress will not allow 30 years of 
progress in the fiealth and welfare pf our children 
to be destroyed because of misguided values, " 
McGovern declared. - 



DSDA administfaiors have little optimism about 
th^ir proposal's thances in Congress.- At a press 
briefing on the budget request last Saturday, I'SDA 
budget director Jerome Miles noted wryly: "There 
\ are some who think this won't pass. " 

ElimirajUon of Programs 

Even if the bloqk grant proposal ts defeated, how- 
ever, the Ford Administration will^ seek to termin- 
ate the school breakfast, summer feeding, day 
care, WIC, supplemental feeding and spet^ial milk 
programs. Legislation governing all these pro- 
grams except supplemental feeding and special 
milk expires June 30, and tke Administration an- 
nounced this week it will not seek to havj? these 
programs renewed. 

In addition, while authority for the supplemental 
and milk programs does continue beyond June 30, 
the Administration is. requesting no money what- 
soever for these programs, whether or not a block 
grant proposal is enacted. Only the school lunch 
program, equipment assistance fpr schools, and 



Food Assistance Programs - Fiscal Yfears 1974-1976 



IProgram Level - Dollnru In MUlionaJ 



P.rograir 

C HILD Ni:TniTION pnOGRAMS ; 
I • C'aih Crahtn to Statoi ; 

(a) Srhool I unrh (Section <) 

<b) Free * fledured Price Lunrhetj, .... 

Cc) School BreakfMt ' . . . . 

(fl) Nonfood A»«l9lnncc . 

(eJ Slate Adm tnlitrntlvc Escpeftsea , . . , 

(f) Nonai'hoot Food ProRram 

(«) Grant* In lieu of C omn;odltleB. ..... 

2. CpmtnndUlei tn Stat»B 

^. Nutrition Training and Survey «nd 

Operating KxponOfa 

SPEC LAl Mil K PHCX;a/\M '. . . 

SPE-rtiM Si PPI EMENTAI FOOD pnnr.r tAM . . 

TOTAl 

FOOD STAMP PnOORAM [ 

DIREJC T DIgTHIBl TION TO FAMILIES 

niHKC t DISTRIBLTION TO LNSTriTTlONS . . . 

FOOD IXJNATIONS PnOOllAM ."' . . . 

KI-DEIU V FKKDINC; 

SEC TION 12 OPKnATING EXPBNSESIAMS FNS ) 
NLTHITION E:1)UCATI0N (Kxtonilon Service 

excludlti)? Adrnlni«tratlv» Expe/iUci) 
TOTAL FCX3D ASSISTANCE 



1074 
Artual 



412.1 

G81. 2 
60. 7 

2Q, 1 

:i.'7 



70.4 



n.4 

62. 1 



44. 



. O'J l. 0 
.B64. 0 
101.7 
10. F) 



47.4 

028. 5 



ffl7S 

E«tiniate 



7,2 



$5,887. 1 



Under 

Exlntlns 

LtfKlilatton 



$ 444.4 


$ 498. 0» 


7.'>l. 1 


1165, 0) 


71. 1 




2a. 0 


20.0) 




B.7) 


IU.7::' 






71.0) 


181.0 


105. 21 


11. 1 


14.4) 


120.0 


) 


127.1 




$2.01!}. 1 


$1.8)0,1 


:i, 701.0 


1,1350. 9 


42. 




. 22.1 ^ 





0.0 

0. 7 



$5, 777, 0 



a. Includna $84 mflllon for day cnr^ fredlnf and $52. 7 million for auni 

b. tncludea $8. 4 million for Bupplementai ft'Pfllng, 

c. Both the $2.0 n-llUon UIuie^ "Direct Dlatributlon to 1 amillea" and ihp $ti.a nilUlon undrr 'Food Donitlona 
Prof ram" are for rom modi 1y dlatrlbutlon to nerdV famlllpa nn Indian r*>nPrvatlona. • 

d. ISDA la propotlng tb aubatltute d rdmprrhenalvo block grant progfalri for Iho preaont rhild nutrition pro- 
B^ama, apeclal mlllc, apeclai aupplemental food JWIC). and commodity aupple mental food pro^rama. 

$1, 802.5 million la belnf requ^ated for the block grant procram In FY lt76. 
c. 1 SDA la propoalng to Umlt cOat-of-food adjuiitmenta In all food proeramn to 5 percent over the IB tronth 
^period from January I, 1975 to .June 30, 1078. Thla prnposal would reduce food Stainp expendlturea 6y 
$217.3 rulUIon to a total of $1,841. 6 maiion. 



I'ndcr 

Propoaed 

Leglalatlon 



l!«fl2. 5ll' 



$l,liU2.r.2( 
1.641. 8£' 

2. a-' 
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Child Nutrition... 

i-onuiKuUtU^s (or a<'hoolH would he allowed to fon- 
tinue Into flst-al 1976, under the I Sl)A budset rt>- 
qupat, if the block prantH are not implprticntcd. 

Th«' Atirrt in titration Is also propo.sing to tprnln- 
atf all i-oir rnodltv delivt rlrH to orphanjjOK, chil- 
dren's honu'H, homes for thi- aRcd, and othrr in- 
stUutiunu. Thi»sr institutions are receiving $22, i 
Tt'lllion in i;onirnodtties durine thr currrnt fiscal 
V*ar. . 

A background paper on t]w hudget prrparod by 
the hudgct division of I'SDA 's Fooil and Nutrition 
Sf»r\ li n nott*s that thr "genf ral thenie" of the fis- 
cal 1970 budget for food progrania is "the nrod ■ 
"to rpilui''e federal Hpending. " The paper also 
iObservps^lhat I SIM is assuming no growth in par- 
ticipation in the food programa. "In fact, dpclinen 
are expected to result from tigljter adntlnistration, " 
the papf»r declares. 

Rv» P«rc«nt "C»p" 

In addition to a wholesale dismantling of the child 
nutrition programs, the Administration is. asking 
for new legislation to limit fost-of-food adjust- 
rnentH in all ^federal food programs to 5 porrent 
ovi rthe IR-monlh period from July l, .l97f) to 
June W, 1976, even though food rosta may rise 
20 percent or more during this period (nop CNI 
Vol. V:3). 

Foof^ Stan. p households would be especially hard 
hit by thia proposal. L'SDA officials say that the 
food stamp allotment^ for a fanriily of four, cur- 
rently sot at $154 a month, would be allowed to 
rise only to $158 a month. on July I, 1975 and 
would not be permitted fo Increase at all on Jan- 
uary I, 1978, If the 5 percent limit is enacted. 

Without tht limit, the food s.tamp allotnjent for a 
family of four is expected to rise to $l64 thls July 
and to $172 next January I, according to 17SDA. 

The 5 perqent limit would also hit school food pro- 
grams -- if these were allowed to continue instead 
of the block grant. School food reimbursements 
already rose more tlian 5 percent on January I of 
this year. Consequently, there would be no in- 
crease at all in reimbursements again for 10 
months -- until July 1, 1976. 

The reduction In foqd stamp allotments and srrhool 
food reimburisements would be pei*rTranent rather 
than for a ono-\year period, because the perctnt- 
age Increase that would be allowed in Julyl976 
would cover oi^ly the preceding six months rather 
than the entire* 1 8 -month period. There would be 
no "catch-up" to bring food stamp allotments and 
school food reimbursement rates up to the levels 



they would otherwise have atUiined during this 
■"period. . 

This mi'ans that food stamp allotiuents would re- 
mam permanently rii arly 10 pc'rcent below the cost 
of the economy food plan, the cheapeyt food plan 
calculated by I SDA. The Department's own studies 
show that (jver half tlie fandlieft impending at the full 
^the economy plan still have' poor diets 
le out of ten families sp«'nflir\g at 
this level gets MO percent of the «I)Afl for the 
nutrients. 



that ( 



nly < 



St' I 



Jity donntiina to school's and elderly feeH- 
ing programs woulW also be limited to a 5 pert^ent 
increase. The donltlons, whlrh currently total 
10 rents per meal, V""!'! he limited to 10. fi rents 
per meal in fiscal 1^6. Simliarly, relmhurse- 
nients in the special flsllk program would rise to 
only f). 25 rents per half pint of milk next year (if 
the -special millt progran^ is continued). 

Commodity Programs 

In the area of commodity progranis, the new bud- 
get shows that the Ford Administration, like the 
Nixon- Adminifltratioh before it, wi*heH thesr pror 
grams would largely disappear. Th«' budget con- 
tains no money at rfil for the provision of com- 
rriotlltics to institutions. In addition, the donation 
of comrnoties to schools anil- other child nutrition 
programs would be ended by fhe block grant pro- 
posal. ' i. 

IJSDA officials said that commodities could itill ' 
be made available for suhools from time to tim<», 
but the commodities would have to b^ paid for 
with the state's block grant money. <The budget 
does show that if the block grant proposal and the 
5 percent ceiling are both rejected by ('ongress, 
USDA expects to provide ah<jut p. iO ^ents In com- 
modities and about 1.87 oentf, ranli in ll(>u of com- 
modities for each school lunch ntTvcii in fiscal 
, 1976.) 

i;SDA also plans to provide $B.6 mllliorNin coni- 
modities for Indian resor\'atipno still distributing 
commodities to needy famillBS and $fi mllUon'ih 
commodities to nutrition protects for the elderly, 
' However, the elderly feeding eonin>oditte^ would 
. be Composed entirely of foqd Items that are in sur- 
plus, USDA'o authority to purchase non-ourp'lus 
commodities at market prlceS'for oehool food and 
elderly feeding programs expires Juiie :?0, and the 
'Department will not seek to have this authority re- 
newed. The ^election of commodities available to 
elderly feeding programs in fiscal 1976 could be 
extremely limited as a result. 

The budget also shows that l.'SDA plans to spend 
only $28 million on equipment assistance for 
schools In fiscal 1976 if the block grant proposal 
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la not ftcceptcd. The $28 million figure If the 
aamc amount apent on this pr6gram in flical 
yeard'1974 and lQ7i3, rcprcadntlng aomcwhat of a 
decline in real aupport for thit program when in- 
Hation is taken into account. A IJSDA aurvey re- 
leasee) last March showed school districts report- 
ing a need for $177 million in cquipcn^int aid. 

Sumnwr FMcMrig AfftcM 

While Congress Is likely to reject the Adminiatra- 
tion'a legislative recommendations in most child 
nutrition areaa> one program summer feeding 

could still suffer aubstarttial damage in the 
coming months. Proposed regulatldha for the 
su mm feeding program generally come put in 
February, and handbooks and application forms 
usually follow in March. This year, however, 
USDA will apparently isQuc no regulations or hand- 
books because 1% is seeking to abolish the program. 

If summer feeding sponsors ar,e forced to wait for 
enactment of new loglolation extending the program, 
thny may find themselves unable to begin any prep- 
aration for this year's program until the summer 
is almost up^n them. The reoult would be udmip- 
isiratlve chaos afid a program that reaches-t)tTl||^ a 
small number of children. 

Another program whose future now appears un-* 
certain Is the women, infants, and chUdren <W1C) 
feeding program. Congress is unlikely to adhere 



to USDA'S request to let thiB program expire on 
June 30, and the WIC prograjn probably will be 
extended. But what level of flinding Congress will 
choose to provide for the WIC program is now un- 
clear. 

At present, USDA is required by legislation and 
by court order to spend about $125 million on the 
WIC prog rsm in fiscal 1975. In order<to spend 
this amount, the Department has been awarding 
large numbers ofj}e;|^grants and allowing case- 
lost! increas€^d duk'lhg'fhc course of the fiscal year. 
If all WIC projects 'that have now been, funded were 
to operate at full capacity for a year, the cost of 
the program could run close to $200 million. 

Since I'SDA can be ie^ected to oppose any efforts 
to secure funding of thiB msgnitude for WIC r)ext 
year,- a major battle over WIC funding could develop 
this spring. . 

Food Stamp Ettlmato 

The budget messsge requests only $9.66 billion 
for the food stamp program in fiscal 1076, but this 
estimate wsS based On the mistaken assumption 
that Congress '^ould allow the Administration to 
raise the price of food stamps on March 1. If 
Congress succeeds in blocking the food stamp 
price increase, the projected cost of the program 
in fiscsl 1976 will rise to nearly $4.8 biUion*. 
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DOCUMENTS AND LETTERS FROM CONCERJVED GROUPS 

AND CITIZENS 



C0UM1T MMHO MIMtIM 
OOHAl.* McCALl.U«(. ViCf CNAIIMAM 

■ ATMOM* i.uni 



daffee (SautttQ BcijoolB 

CHARLIt C, MORGAN, J«„ tUf SHINTINDCNT 

louglii. dtorgfi 31533 



MM I. J MAKail.t 

ViiitM« Umhm 

«*■ CNllTIa Wll^UAMI 

M«l JACl J. TATtM 
Mil CMAILKI ■0M«1ft 
MNI OAHHT W tOUaiOl* 
Mat. IOMMT IWAttI . 

•ut. RAMI. « •ocRiar 

• t. JR. 



StnatoK GtOAQt McGovtftA 
UnUtd Statt Stnatt 
tiltuhlngton V. C. Z0510 



^ havt Atadj^jnttxut and KtQfiU that OtoAgU Schools motf t<Ut bvtmai 

^ * content MJbd U abU to Jiupond to Atlm- 

mold Uad to tkt AUt oi Atuidu and wpt/'oUoKU iqod. 

Thtmiddtt cIjua iamU^ laoutd AaUtA moU (Jtom tkU att^back tn iundA. WJUtk tkt. 

fTiht^.i^^"^ 5^ .-^^ «4«^ -C<^ « flood natAlUcnal 

^9ym. Vut to tkt p/iutnt tconomic condULoHA In ouk t^unUu. oua mlddtt c/aii 

pJ^g^iiiJ!''^ ^ ^""^ ^ ^^^"^ ^ "aW6t ^ue ^tmrf* <o>i ouK lunch 
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DAY CARE CENTER 



LINOAK JONfO . 
Otmfot 



2/19/75 



Mr. Alan Stone , 
Senate Nutrition Committee , 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Sir, 

The Carver Day Care. Center it re^lnibursed annually at a 

rate of abou-p $5,000 for monies spent on food. It is our 
jinderstanding that all future funding for that re**imbur8ement 
program has been neglected, iji the President's 'budget, 
effective June 30, 197,5. 

We provide daily qart for 35 children of lurking parents i 
or parents who are' enrolled in vocational training programs. 
Through the re-imburaero«;nt program (United States Department. ^ 
of Agriculture, Fopd and Nutrition Scrvicjfe.j via. Child Nuti^i- 
tion program^ v>e ^are able to serve our cMildr^n breakfast,' 
lunch, and two aupt^lement^ daily. The x:hildr«n are receiving 
the nutritional baiics daily. Our budget has been submitted and 
approved for 1975, we do not, have $5.000 to spend on food ; 

Please do all you can as soon as possible to revive the 
funding for this essential program for poverty and low income 
children. i • -* • 



^£MzS^^- oik. 

[y . Carver Community Center 

M Board of Directors * 



700 CRAIG STREET • SCHENECTADY, NEW YORK 12307 • TELEPHONE 374 8456 
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CHILD DEVELOPMENT DAY CARE CENTER 



20>22 CLINTON AVENUE 
ALBANY. N. Y: 12207 



TILCPHONC 4Q3-tt7t 



February 19,, 1975 



Senator Goorgc McHovcrn 
Senate Office Buildings 

Washington 9 D.C« ' / ' 

Dear Senator McGovorn: 

The Special Pood Program fo)r Children is to expire on June 30, 
1075. Our Day Care Center is f undoti f or foo<I, by this prograinv and 
wo have no other source of money fori food for the children* 

Since nutrition is perhaps the moat basic component of •-Day Care 
for 3-5 year olds, it is unconciablo to think that a program to feed 
American children will bd terminated. Life depends on food, and it 
is not unrealistic to $ay that childrona lives might be teifminatodp 
as a result of this. 

Out' program nerves breakfast, Itinch and two |nacks in a long day 
7:30 - 5:30. For many families, the children's food requirements are 
met at the Day Center, a saving of needed money in the home budget, for 
the parents of our children. 

I am fearful of the effects of no food money for Day Center Children 
and I ask your continued support to extend the life of the program. 

If you hava *ny suggestions that wn could carry out, parent lettcts, 
parent signatures, or even participation in cokuiittea hearings, we would 
be glad to help. 



Very truly youysj 




\ 



Office oi* the Mayor 



City or West Havibn 

' CONNKCTICUT 



JOHNSON 



February, 28, 1975 



The Honorable Senator George McGovom 
Chairman- 

U«S. Senate Select Committee on 
Nutrition & Human Needs * r* 

Old Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20^0 



Dear Senator WcCrovemi " ' . 

It was with oome alarm tha+ I learned that the Uni-^ed 
States Department of Agriculture will be terminating four 
very important food (nutrition?) programs, '^hey are the 
Special Pood Service Program, Special Milk Program, School 
Breakfast Program, and the Woman, Infant and Child Supplemental 
Program. 

How anyone could possibly conceive *of duch an idea 
wi+h the times being what they are is almost unbelievable. 
%he unemployment ra+e for the City of West Haven ia presently 
8.^^^.' Lord knowcr at what point it will level off, never » 
mind drop. If » this al^o io not reason enough to continue 
these food programo, I cannot think of greater justification 
at this time. I do know, however, that these food programo 
certainly Inouro our children oome measure of nutritional 
benefit. 

A largo number of West Haven children receive lunches 
at reduced pricop during the school year. We wish to 
follow through, afl wo did last year, by providing a sumiher 
feeding program. In the summer of 197^ we oerviotd 
children with our lunch program each day. This summer, 
because so many* people are but of workT-w* feel there will 
be a greater need to extend lunch benefits to more 
children. To lose such an invaluable service in our city 
would have dire consequences for the health of our children. 

I strongly urge your support for the continuation of 
these food programs at least at current levels of funding 
after Juno 30, 1975 by Continuing Rosclutions of Congress 
ponding enactment of now legislation with .adequate 
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Irt behalf of the citizono of Woot Haven, I thank >^ 
you and rely on your continued oupport. 



Sinct^roly, 




Robert' 
MAYOR 

RAJ/mam 
cc I 



Johnoon 



vERlC 
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OFFrCE or THE GOVERNOR COUCATION « TRAINING 
• utTc lat uMtvcMtiTicia ccNren 

latt n<oacwooo,HOAo 
JACHSON. Mtooisoippi aoffii 



0u.ri,«O«> MUTON .AXTCH 

March 6. 1975 ' ' • . ^ 



Honorable George McGovern 

United States Senate « ' . 

Senate. Building 
Washington. D. C. 20510 

Dear Senator McGovern; 

The Mississippi Child Development Council views with grave concern the cut in 
- the child nutrition budget. The elW-natlon of the Nonschool Food Program 
win affect adversely thousands of eligible preschoolers In day care and 
Headstart centers across Mississippi. The children, many severely malnourished, 
tiave been receiving well-balancied meals In centers whose budgets will not allow 
adequate feeding without assls^nce with rising food costs. 

The rapid physical, and Intellectual growth of the preschool child is more easily 
damaged- by malnutrition than Is the case with the older child In school. 

We earnestly request^your swpport for keeping the Nonschool Food Program golnig. 
In behalf of our many'young children who cannot speak In their own behalf, but 
who win bear the marks of e^rly poor nutrition for the rest of their lives. 



Slncerqly, 



Reba Southwell, ^ D. 
Chairman, State Child Development Council 

RS:vb 



S 
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bi^OF HARTFORD 

H^MUKIUIV CONNttTUi'T 

March 10, 1975 



IlitKrr J (iitlt«*n 



( 



Thio id to certify that at a mooting of the Court of 
Common Council, March 10 , 1975, the following RESOLUTION 
waa paaood. 



WIItPEAS, THo School Braakfaat Program Jprovidoo the day'a moot 
inportant meal to youngotero who v;ould othorwioo lack thio. vital ' 
nouriahnent ; and V 

V/HKREAS, Prooidont Ford*o propoaod 1975-76 budRot provides for 
olinination of tho School Droakfaot Program; now, thoroforo, bo it 

PESOLVED., That the. Hartford Court Of Comnvon Council dooo httroby 
go on record no rejecting tho Ford Adminiotration * o elimination of the 
School Dreakfaot Prdaram and urp.oo that the program be continued at lea 
at current fundinj^ levelo after June 30 , 1975, by continuing Congreooional 
rcaolution(c) ,ponding the enactment of now logiolatlon, t/ith adequate 
appropriations; ana be it further V 

PEGOLVED, That^tho Town Clerk io hereby directed to forward oopieo 
of thia reoolutlifon to Preaident Ford, the Connecticut Congreanional 
delegation in Waahington, D.C, Senatoro George McGovern and Flubert 
Hunphrtiy, Congrea.;mon Charleo A. Van ik and Carl Pdrkina, Dr. Richard 
Felter, Aaoiotant JSocretary, U.S. Department, of Agriculture, and 
Mr. V/illiom G, Boling, Director j Child Nutrition Divinion, Food Nutrition 
Service, y.S. Dopartnont of Agriculture. 



Attcat! 



Robert J.Tiallivan, 



CUy Clerk. 




Nt.hitJM tit, ma 

U^.a J (t<i-»ink, if 
WiliijTi A U< IkiJj 
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CITY OF HARTFORD 

LOUnT or COMMON tOUNttL 
ItD MAIM tTlirtT 
HAKTFOKO. CONNtCTtCri 

March 10, 1975 



(hill 



Thio io to certify that at a mooting of the Court of 
Conunon Council, March 10, 1375, the following RESOLUTION 
wao paooed* < , . 



WH5REAS, The Special Food Sorvicoo Program for Children providoa 
oosontial yoar-round day care and oumer feeding Derviceo to children 
who night othorwloe be denied vital care and nouriohmont} and 

WHEREAS, Brooidom Ford'o propooed 1975-7C budget providon for 
elimination or the Gpooial Food Scrvicco Program for Children; now, 
therefore, be it 



RESOLVED, That the Hartford Court of Cortnon Council doea hereby 
go on record an rejecting the Ford Adniniotration'a elimination of th« 
Special Food Service Program for Children jCyear-round and aummer- feeding) 
and urpioo that pronrams b« continued at leaot <Jt current funding levelo 
after June 3{>, 1975 > by continuing Congroaoional renolution(a) , pending 
the enastmcnt of new lejgiplation, \iith adequate appropriations i and be it 
further -.— y ^ . " ' ^ 



RESOLVED, That the Tovm Clerk if3 hereby directed to forward copieo 
of thip reoolution to Preoident Ford, the Connecticut Coogroodiona], 
delegation in Washington, D.C», Senator o George HcQovtrn and Hubert 
Hunphrey, Congreaomcn Charloo A. Vanik and Carl Perkino, Dr. Richard 
Foltor, Aaoiotant Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and Mr, 
Willia!3 0, Doling, Director, Child Hutritution Divinion, Food nutrition 
jBorviGO, U.S. Department of Agriculture. - 

Atteot: " 




Robert J. Gallivan, 
City (Jlerk. 



ERLC 
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March 10, 1975 



Tonator Gr?ft*go McOov»Tn 

3/^?. Old Senate Omco Bldg. . « 

Waohlngton, D.C. 20$10 , ^ ' 

Uf'ar Cc^iatC'T McOovc rn; 

1 would like to exprcoa my oppoolticm to the propoflod 
budget cute in funding for Lchcol Lnncl PrtJgratno. Ao , 
a Food Service Director for a email ocKool-dictrirt, I , ^ 
forooc the total elimination ^ this and Kian^ olmllar 
programfl . * 

Codarburg, like many other" upper inconic cooiuhities , 

has relatively few froe lunch parti ciparit(!\. ly forcing 

■f to increaoc the price of child* a lunch to 70^ (a very . 

conservative estimate r President Ford would be condemming 

this program to extinction. Participation will be cut w 

by 1/2 to 1/3 the present IovcjI Abd our few needy children 

wni nt) lo ' rtger - be "Mpt ' a/j ' onj r m(n t <<vJi' -^ — ........^^ — ^ 

The mo5t disturbing- aspect of this io the loT3|;«^range , 
nutritional implication that it could have. ' A'o long as 
good, nutritious food is inexpensive, children will e^t 
wisely. If on the other hand, the cost^of a glass of| milk 
equals a soda, yiSh can ^jueoo the choice the young pWson 
will make. . ^s;^. 

Please Senator McOovern, help us Hight to continue Schobl. 
Lunch to all children— not juot the necdy*.^ Thank you vcrjr^ 
much. *^ « * * 

Sincerely, * * ' • . * 

f^atrlcc K..Bostwick, R.D. ^ 
Food Service Director \ 

Ccdarburg Public Schools ' 



Yuma, Ariz. S5362f' 

Senator George McQovern ' 



Dear sir: * 

^ * I have several grandchildren that e^it'lunch atrschool 

in Arizona and Other states. 

■« ^ ■ ' * e> ' 

I know here, in Yumfly.'f we would have> lots of hungry 
children if we had no School Lunch Program. ^ 

So I hopa^ you will vote NO on fhe proposal to "repeal 
the School Lunch and Child Nutrition Programs. 



^ \ Also, it would put thousands of school lunch people but 

\ of work. , J /\ 



/ . ■% ,j. t-egards, 

Ruth Liewia 




Yakima, Wash. 
March 12, 1975 



Honorable George McGovern 
Dear Sir: 



i|i hi9 January 3 budget message to Congress, Er^sideni"' 
Ford stated that legislation woujd repeal and superaede^ll * 
existing ghild nutrition legislation. After 30^years of bu^ld- 
itfg a School Lunch Program to where it i^ at the preaeiit tixoe 
this would be one of the saddest mistakes of the futurej"^ * 

Why take this mess this country is in at present out- 
the children? 



Many children in our area d^y get the one hot meal p<rr 
day. Otherwise it's only junk foo^ that they may get themselves 
because ••mother sleeps in,^^ ••mother and daddy have to entertain 
friends, •• Off money^is hot available to buy>chool lunches. 
" ■ ■ ■ ■ O 

Please helj) us to feed these hungry children* I looR into 
over 600 little faces daily and it»a*sure not the salary I ^ 
receive for dooyjng this food ($2.82 per hr.) but the aati^^fac- 
tion of watching them enjoy a balanced, nutritional meal at 
least once I day. ^ * ^ ■ 

This lunch program must not go dpwn the drain. . 



Respectfully 



Mrs. B.* P. Rines 
4415 Terrace Dr. 
Yakima^ Wash. 98901 
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The Honorable' George HcGovern 
Utilted States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 



^4 Noif eK"'l7£iScmh"Trr ; ^ ^ 
Pasadena, Calif. '91K)3 

Mar«ti 13, 1975 



Dear Sir: 

I disagree strongly with the decision to cutback the 
Head Start food budget. You are not tKe one to suffer from 
this decision. It Is the children. 

I have watched the learning progress of the children 
In my area and have watched the improvement that they have 
made. A main reason for this improvement is good nutrition. 

Therefore, I strongly protest agaiihst any cutback In 
the Head Start; food budget. 



Sincerely, 



Mrs. Glori'a Wilson 
Head Start parent 



lll^-N. 37th Street 
■ } Milwaukee, Wis. 53208 

° March 17, 192^ 

Senator George McGovecn, 

Ai a middle-class family and mother of eight children, I 
'would like someone to try and do something about the ridiculous 
changes planned for the School Lunch Program. It is bad enough 
trying to feed them now, but at the new price for the garbage, 
planned it is Impossible and who wbuld even pay for it.' 

We spend enough feeding other .countries while our own 
people are going hungry. You cah'lse sure none of thoso^ 
countri,es will cooj^ to our aid if needed. N ' 

s , ■ ' ,* 

It is^ time to dut down on some of that ridiculous 
government spending and, at least, help our chijftfren have some 
decent food. . ^ « 



„ ^ Thank you. 



Mrs. Imst Spa^tnek 




m 



-^^ MENTOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

AOMINtSTMATIVI O^^ICi . 70fO HOPKINS ROAO, MENTOR, OHIO 440f0 
TEUEPH0NE-21f-2SS-4444 . 

March 17. 1975 . 
Senacoi: George McGoveVn 

U. S. Senate * 
1203 Dirks en Office Building 

Wa^ington, D. c' 20515 ^ . 

Dear Senator MtfGovern : ' 

It would be appreciated if you would look into, with concern. President Ford's 
proposed legislation substituting a comprehensive bloc grant program for the 
present overlapping child feeding programs. My concern id that if this legis- 
lation were to be passed, school food service in fact, would be almost non- 
existent in many areas- I urge you to "NO" vote President Ford's proposed 
legislation for the following reasons: * 

1. Impact of the administration's proposed legislation is so far reaching 

that if passed, it would chan&e the face of school food service completely. 

• 2. School lunch prices wduld increase above- the means of the middle class ' 
income. Starting prices 80 cent 9^ per meal and' in rtiany areas $1.00 per 
lunch. r 

3. Deprive a large number of children from the opportunity of receiving a 
hot nutritional meal in the middle of the day when it is mostly needed. 

4. Nutrition standards would decline and consequently result in a rapid 
rise in mal^trition. 

5. There would be no national criteria of any type for meals served to 
paying children and results would promote combinations of snacks and 
bad eatiijg habits. 

6.. School food service personnel would be out of work and increase the 
country ' s unemployment rate . 

7- A greaV tpductioji of dollars into the food»indi;stry. 

8. nie needV.wpuld be identified and reverse dl^icrimination would occur. 

urge you to get \ehind the House Education and Labor Conmlttee and the CoQiraittee 
on Nutrltix)nal and Human Needi to increase substantia Uy Che subsidies for the 
school lunch program .0 School children will not have to pay more than 25 cents 
*ror a lunch . *' 

rii?^''"" Indeve>^ln7*and supporting counteracting legislation to Presi- 
dent Fortl B propo«5T^conC*rning this matter would be greatly appreciated by all 
of jour constituents. , ^ rr jr • * 

Slncen 




V 
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OLUTION NO. 513 ^ ^ " ~ 

A CONCURRENT RESt^UJTION , CTlting -the^ South Dakota: Leg^islature' s 

concern over ^^the proposal of the President of the United 

♦ 

States to reduce the federal food subsidies' program to 

the school lunch program. ^ 
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE HOUSfe OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STATE 
OF SOUTH DAKOTA, THE SENATE CONCURRING THEREIN: 

WHEREAS, the Congress of the United States is considering 
a proposal made by the President of the United Stains to 
reduce the federal funds and food subsidies to the school 
lunch program hy $600 million; and 

WHEREAS, the federal funds and food subsidies received 
by the schools of the state, of South Dakota are of primary 
importance in providing children with nutritious schoo^ 
lunche^; and <^ ■ 

^HEREAS, the President's proposed reduction of the school 

lunch program would result ife. an estimated twenty- f pur percent 

' 'ft . 

decrease in /lunch program participation by needy children; 
fcand * 
¥ WHEREAS, it has been recognized that a child's education 
and interest in schoal is enhanced by the serving of an 
adequate meal during the noon hours; and 

WHEREAS, South Dakota has many rural students attending 
^chbol at attendance centers many miles from home: 

NOW, THEREFORE » BE IT RESOLVED, by the House of 
Representatives of the Fiftieth Legislature of the, state of 
Sduth Dakota, the Senate concurring therein, that the 
legislative assembly of the state of Sout^^J^akota petition 
the President of the United States tp continue the federal 
school lunch progreun in its present form; and ^ 

- . 182 
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IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that copies' of this Concurrent 

Resolution be transmitted by the Chief Clerk of the South 

Dakota House of Representativeg .to the President of the 

United States, to the Secretary of the United States 
Department of Agricultiure and to each member of the South 
lonal Del€ 



Dakota Congress 



legation. 



\ 



Adopted by the House, 
Concurred yi by the Senate 




Chief Clerk of the House 



March 13, 1975 
March f 8 , 1975 



Harvey 
Presic 



p.man 
3ffch*. 



Roget p/unty 
Secret/ry of the Sp^nat 




TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have 
hereunto set my hand and 
affixed the Great Seal of 
the State of South Dakota 
at the city of PiGrre, the 
Capital, on the d av 
of ^^tf^^^ ^,^ 1975 



/ Lorna 




Lorna B. Herself 
Secretary of State 
Sta€e of South Dakota 
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nrn CONCJUKSS 
l8T? Session 



S.850 



IN THE SKNATE OF THE UNITED STATES 
* ' . - . - r • 

t'KnnuAnY 20 (lejfislativc day, FKimvAHY SI), 197& 

Mr. Mc OovwLV (forliiiiibiOf, Mr. CiauK, Mr. Philip A. IIaiit, ^fr. IIiTMPriiiKV, 
and Mr. Kbnnedy) introduced the following? bill; which was read twice 
and reftM'i-ed to the Comniittee on Ajjriculture and Forestry 



A BILL 

To amend the. National School Luncli and Oliild Nutrition Aots 
in order to extend and revise the special food service pro-^^ 
grnni for childi*cn, the special supplemental food program, 
and the school breakfast program, and for othej. purposes 
related to strengthening the school lunch ^^nd child nutrition 
programs. 

1 ^ Be it emided bu the Senate and House of Jiepresenta- 

2 //r^^ of the United States of America in (Jouf/ress assembled^ 

3 That thi& Act may ho cited as the '^National School Lunch 

4 and Child Nutrition Act Amendments of 1975". 

. V 

5 ' SCHOOL BREAia^'AST PROOR^M 

G* Sec. 2. Section 4(a) of the Child Nutrition Act is 

7 amended by inserting after "and June 30, 1975/' "and 

8 subsequent; fiscal y_cars". 
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1 3. Section 4 of the (^lild Niifrition Act of is 

2 amended by adding the following subsection : 

3 *-(c) As a national nutrition and health poHcy, it is 

4 the purpose and intent, of the (*ongress that the school 

5 breakfast program l)e hmde available in all schools where" it 
G is needed to provide adequate nutrition for children in attend- 

7 ance. The Secretary is herel)y directed, in cooperation with 

8 State ediieaticmal agencies, to carry ont a program of infor- 

9 mntion to tlie schools in furthvrance of tliis policy. Within 

10 ninety days after the cn/ictment of this legislation,- the Secre- 

11 tary shall report to the committee of jurisdiction in the (*on- 

12 grt»ss his plans and those of the cooperating State agencies, 
r.] to l)rhig about the needed expansion in the school breakfast 

14 program.", ^ ' , i . 

15 MATCniNG 

^16 ^^E(\ 4. Si»etion 7 of the National School Luneh Act is^ 

17 amended by adding the followifilf^ent^iee at the end of such 

18 section: '*Pr<m(le<l, hoicex'crtjpvxi the total Statl» matching 

19 of S3 for Si, as required in tlft third sentence of this section 

20 vvitli adjustments for the percjjpita income of tlie State, shall 
2f not apply with respect to the payments made to parti.eipating 

22 schools under section 4 of this Act for free and reduced price 

23 meals: Provided further, That the foregoing proviso does 
24; not apply in the ease of State level matching as required 
25 under the sixth sentence of this section.". 
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1 INCOME GtJIDELINES PGR REDtJCED PRICE aXTNCHBS 

2 Sec. 5. Section 9 (b) . of the National School Lunch Act 

3 !8 amended by deleting "75 per centum" in the last sentence 

4 of mi section and substituting 100 per centum.", 

5 NOKPROPIt PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

6 Sec. 6. Section iO of the National Scljool Lunch Act is 

7 amended to read as follows; "If, in any State, the State 
B educational agency ^is not permitted by law to disburse the 

' 9 funds paid to it under this Act to nonprofit private schools 

10 in the State, or is not^ permitted by law to match Federal 

11 funds made available far use by such nonprofit private 

12 schools, the Secretary shall* disburse the funds directly to 

13 the nonprofit private schools within said State for the same 
purposes and subject to the same conditions as are authorised 

1^ or required with resj)ect to the disbursements to schools / 
within the State by the State educ>ational agency, including 
the requirement that any such payment or payments shall 
be matched, in the proportion spe^ied in section 7 for such 
1^ State, by lands from Boiirces within the State expended by 
20 nonprofit private schools within the State participating in 
2^ the school lunch program under this Act. Such funds shall 
^ not be considered a part of the funds constituting the match* 
ing funds under the lerms of section 7: Provided, That 
^\ beginning 3vith the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, the 
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1 Secretary s^hall make pnynients from the sums approprinted 

2- for any fitical year for the purposes of section 4 of this 

3 Act directly to the iionprolk privnlel^eh1[)olH in such State 

4 for the sanie purposes and sui)jeet to tJie same conditions 
,5 as are authorized or required under thil Act with respeet 
(j to the dishursemeuts hy the. State educational ajjieiu'tes.". 

7 MKSCKLLANKOI S TKOVIHIONS AND DKriNITIONH 

8 Sko. 7. Section 12 (d) (7) of the National School Lum-h 

9 Act is anu'nded to read as follows; VSclioor nuvuis any 

10 public or nonprofit private school of hi^h school grade or 

11 under and any i)ul)lic or licensed iu)nprofit private residential 

12 diiJd earing institution, including, hut iu)t limited to orphan- 

13 ages,liomes for the mentally retarded, homes for the emo- 

14 tionally disturhed, hoiiu's for unmarried mothers and their 
li'^ infants, temporary shelters for runaway children, temporary 

shelters for ahused children, hospitals for children who are 
elironii'ally ill, and juvenile detention centers."; 

COMMODITIES 

VJ Si2c. B. Section 14 of the NatioimrSchool Luiu^h Act 

20 is ameiuled by striking out "June 30, 1975" and inserting 

21 in lieu thereof '^September 30, 1978" and by adding at the 
^ end tlifir^of the followiiig paragraph : 

23 "(3^ Among the products to he • included in the 

24 food donations to the school lunch progra% .shall l)o such 

1 



r 

I' 
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1 cereal and ..shortening and oil prodnet.s as were provid/d 

2 in the fiscSl year 1974. Sneh products shall be provided 

3 to the school lunch program in <tfie same or greater quanti- 

4 ties as were provided jn the fiscal year 1974 and shall be 
') in addition to the value of commodity donations, or C4ish 
() in lieu thereof, as.provided for in section 6 of this Act.". 
7 Sec. 9J8ection ()(e) of the National School Lunch Art 
H is amended by adding the following language at the end 
0 of said section: ''ProviiUd^ further. That not less than 75 

10 per centum of the assistance provided under this subsectinhi 

11 shall he in the form of foods purchased by the United States 

12 Department of Agriculture for the school lunch programi'^ 
11^ Sk(\ 10. Section (5(a) (3)' of the National School 
1^ Lunch Act i^ amended by adding the following at the eh^ 

1'^ of said section: "The value , of , assistance to children un(l(»i- 

• ■ 

1<5 this Act shall not be considered to be incomp or resour(^^k 
1^ for any purposes under any Federal or Statej' laws, inclnll- 
ing laws relating to taxation and welfare and| public assiSt- 

1^> ance programs/'. ^ j 

' ■ J ■ ! ■ 

2<> Sec. ll: Section 3 of the Child Nutrition! Act of 19ft^ 

^21 is amended by deleting the second sentence j^nd insertiilg 

in lieu thereof: "For the purposes of this section 'United 

States' means the fifty States, Guam, Puerto Rico, and tto 

District of Columbia.". 



186 



1* SUMMER FOOD PBOOBAM 

2 Sec. 12. Sectiofi 13 of the National School Luach Act 

3 is amended by deleting subsecti^i l^(g) ^nd revising ^ub- 

4 sectkiiis 13(a), 13(b), and 13(c) (2) to read as follows: 

5 (1) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated 

6 such surns^as are necessary for the iiscal years ending June 

7 30, 197<}, and June 30, 1977, to enable the Secretary to 

8 formulate and carry out a program to assist S^tes through 

9 grants^n-aid and otlier tneans, to initiate, maintain, or ex- 

10 pand nonprofit food service programs for'childreu |n service. 

11 institutions. For purposes of this section, the term 'service 

12 institutions' means public institutions or private, nonprofit 

13 institutions that develop special summer progr^ins providing 

14 food service similar to that available to children under the 

15 national school lunch or school breakfast programs during the 

16 school year. To the maximum oxtent feasible, consistent with 

17 the purposes of this section, special summer programs shaH 

18 utilize the cxistin^fSi^od service facilities of 'jiublic and non- 
19 profit private schools^^iy eligible institution shall receive 

20 the summer food program upon iis request. 

21 "(2) Service institutions eligible to participate under 

22 tlie program authorized under section 13 of the National 

23 School Lunch Act shall be limited to those which conduct a 

24 regularly scheduled prog^arn^fo^c^^ for dreas in which 
26 poor economic conditions exist and from areas in which there 
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1 nue .ft Uiffh conoenlrntion of wcJrking mothers. Summer camps 

2 timt otherwise ([Ualify ns institutions under this suhseetion 
I] shall l)e eligihle for the summer food prognini if attending 

; 4 children are maintnined in continuous residence for no more 

ii than one tnonlh. 

0 ' ' **{h) The Secretary shall publish propojicd regulations 

• - v. 

7. relatingjto the iniplenientiition of the summer food program 

8 by Jan*miry 1 of each jfiscal year, and shall publish final rcgu- 

9 lations, guidelines, appHcations, and handbooks by March 1 

10 of each fiscal year.",* 

11 ** ((•) (2) In circumstances of severe need where the rate 

12 per meal established by the Hecretury under subsection 

13 (U insuflicieiit^ to carry on an effective feeding pro- 

14 gram, the Secretary may authorize financial assistance not 
15- to. exceed HO per centum of the operathig costs of such a 

16 program, including cost of oKtahiing, preparing, and 

17 sei-ving food. Jfon-Federal contributions tway be in cash 

18 or kind, fairjy evaluated, iiucluding but not limited to Ascjuip- 

19 mont and services. In the selection of institutions to receive 

20 assistance under this subsection, the Htatc educational 

21 agency shall require the applicant institutions to provide 

22 justification of the need for such assistance. The maximum' 

23 allowable reimbursefnent for service institutions authorized 

24 to receive assistance under this subsection shall be set at 

25 80 cents for lunchos and suppers served, 45 cenU for break- 
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1 fasts Hcrvcnl, and 1\5 mits for nionl HuppliMiuMits serviul, / 

2 with the ixhuvv maxinnnn amounts lieing adjusted eneh 

3 Mnreh 1 to the nearest une-f<nirtli eent in aeeordanee with 

4 diarges for (he twelvc-unnitli ptMiod ending tlic prior Jan- 

5 ^M^^ ^'^^ away from home of the Vuu- 
(i .snmer Frii-e In<lex pnhlislied by tlie Bnrean of Ijjihor iHta- 

7 tisties of the Department of Labor. The initial Mieh adjnst- 

8 nienl shall be made on Mareh 1/197(5, and shall reflect the 
<) change in the series fo<»d away fnini home during the pl'- 

10 I'iod January J5l, lOTo, 4o January 31, 197(K". 

11 SPKCIALKOODHKKVICK PlUKnUM 

12 Skc. 13. The Xati<uml^Seh(jol Lunch Aet is amended 

13 by adding the following section : • ^ 

14 **Sec. IG. (a) (1) There is hereby authorized to be 

15 appropriated sueh sums as arc neeessary to enable the See- 

16 -retary of Agriculture to fornnilate and carry out a program 

17 to assist States through grants-in-aid and other meuns^ to 

18 initiate, nmintahi, or expand nonprofit food service programs 

19 for needy children in institutions providing child care. Any 
60 fmids appropriated to carry out the provisions of this section 
2f shall renuiin available until expeutfed. 

/ ' -v. * 

22\ " (2) For purposes of this section, thu term Institution' 

23 means any public or privat43* n6|ipw)fit orgaiiijcatiou where 

24 children arc not maintained in permanent residence including 

25 • but not limited "to day care /ci\frs, settlement houses, tec- 



1 reatiou ccii Utb, fnimly day qmv eon tors, Iloadstart ceaters, 

2: and iiiatitutions pravi(^ng day care HervieeH for handicapi)ed 

^ \f cliildn'Ti/ No such institution shall bo eligible to partioiphte 

4 la this program uidoiis it has oitlicr local; Sttite, or Federal 

5 Hcensilig or approval as a i*hild-(*are institution, or c^in satisfy 
C) the SeOretiiry tliat it is in compliance with the applimblo 
7 Federal Interagency Day Careiiequirementii of 1968: Pro- 
S tndal, howvvvr, That lack of, tax>xenipt status shall not 
9 prohibit eligibility for any jnsfitutiion under this section. The 

* 

10 term *8Uito* nienns any of tlie fifty \States, tlie District of 

11 (Vlund)iar the (^nninonwealth of Paert^) Rico, fho Virgin 
^'^""Hta' Islands, (luam, Americau Stimoa, and the Trust Territory 

/ i:^ of the Pacific Islands. Any institution shall receive the special 

14 food nervice program upon its request. 

as "(b)(1) APrOimONMENT TO THE SxATES^For 

16 mch fiscal year beginning with the fiscal year ending 

17 Juno 30, 1976, (lie Secretary sAall make special food servioo 

18 payments no less frequently than on a monthly basis to each 
1<) Huit<» educational agency in an amomit no less than the sum 

20 of the product obtained by multtplyuig (a) the number of 

21 breakfasts served in special food service programs wthin tliat 

22 State by the national average payment rate for broeikfasts 

23 imder section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 as 

24 amended, (b) the number, of breakfasts served in special 

25 food service programs within that State to children from 

J 



' : ■ . . • , .. ■ 

1 families whose incomes meet the eligibility criteria for^free 

2 afchool meals by the national average payment rate for free * 

3 ^ break:^ts midpr section 4 of the Child Nutrition Actiof 1966 

4 as amended, (c) thfe number of breakfasts served ii. special 

5 food service programs, within tUat State to children from/ 

6 families .whose incomes nieet the -eligibility criteri^ for re>* 

7 duced price school meals by tha national (/verag^ payme^^t 

8 rate for reduced. price school breakfasts und'er section 4 of the 

9 Child. Nutrition Act of 1966 as amended, (d) the niimber 

* / 

10 of lunches and suppers served in special food service pro- 

* / - ' 

11 grams within that State by the natiopal average paymi^nt 

12 rate for lunch6s under section 4 of the |(ational School Luiiph 

13 Act, (e) the number of lunches and suppers served in special 

14 foojl service programs within that State to children from 

15 families whose incomes meet the eligibility criteria for free 

16 school meals by the national average payment Mte^for free 

17 school lunches imder section 1 1 of the National School Lunch 

18 Act, (f) the number of lunches and suppers served m special 
J9 food service programs in that State to children whose famQies 

20 nieet the eligibility criteria for reduced price school meals by 

^ y. 

21 the national average payment factor for reduced price lunches 

22 under section 11 of the National School Lunch Act, (g) the 

23 number of sna<5ks served in special food •senvlce programs in 

24 that State by 5*cents; (h) the nunibef of snacks served^ in 

25 special food service programs in that Btate to children from 
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1 families whose incomes meet the eligibility criteria for free 

2 school meals by 20 cents, (i) the number of snAcks served 

3 in special food service programs in that State to children 
4' froln families whose incomes meet the eligibility criteria for 
5 reduced price school meals by 15 cents. The rates established 
e pursuant to subsection (g), (hj^.and (i) shall be adjusted 

'7 semiannually to the nearest one-fourth ^ent ^by ^e Secretary 

8 to reflect the changes in the series fo|f^ food' away^&om home 

9 of the Consumer Price Index published by the Department 
10 of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor: Provided^ 

- 11 That the initial such adjustment shall be effective January 

12 1976, and shall reflect changes in the series food awav/ttom 

13 home during the period June through Novemh<(r 1975. 
14^ Reimbursement for meals provided under thisy^bsection or 

15 under subsection (2) of. this section stol)/^t be dependent 

16 upon collection of njpneys from pamelpating children. 

ly **(2) i^or 6ach fiscal wiir/oeginning ^with the fiscal 

18 year ending June 30, 19Z6iytile further 

19 speoiil fobd service/paj^ents no less frequently than a 

20 monthly basis t^ea(m State education^il agency in amounte 
s 21 e(5[ual to the/^taf of the product obtained by multiplying the 

numbei/of/oreakfast3, lunches, suppers, and snacks served" 

23 m ^e^ml food service programs within that State ;by msti- 

24 AnjS^m that are determined to be especially needy by the 
^/difference hetween the cost of providing such meals (which 
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1 shall include the full cost of obtaining, handling, serving, and 

2 preparing food^as well as supervisory and administrative 

3 costs and indirect expenses, but not including the cost of 

4 equipment pi>ovided for under section 18 of this ^j\et) and 

5 the respective rates for such meals specified ii^^ubsectiou 

6 (1). . - ' ^ 

7 "(3) No later than the first day of /ach month, the 

8 Secretary shall forward to each State a^r advance payment 

9 for meals served in that month , pursuftl^t to subsections (1) 

10 and (2) of this section, which payment slmll be no less 

11 than the total payment made to such State for meals served 

12 pursuant to subsections (1) and (2) of tliis section for the 

13 most recent month for which final reimbursement claims 

14 have been settled. The Secretary shall forward any^ remain- 

15 ing payment due pursuant to subsections (1) and (2) of 

16 this section no^ter thatf 'thirty days following receipt of 

17 valid claims : Provided, That any funds advanced to a State 

18 ior which valid claims have not been established within 

! ' • ' ' ' 

19 ininety days shalh be deducted from Uie next appropriate 
^ ' T ' " ■ ■ . , ^ ■ 

20 (monthly advance payments, unless the claimant requests a 

21 hearing with the Secretary prior to the ninetieth, day. 

22 ''(c) Meals served bjr institutions participating in the^ 

23 program under this section shall consist of a combination of 

24 foods and .shall meet minimum nutritional requirements pre- 

25 scribed $y the Secretary on the basis of tested nutritional 
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1 rcscnrch. Such mcnis shall he served free to nvvdy children. 

2 Xo physical se^Tenrntion w other discriininati(»n agaixjst any 
[\ child shall he inade hecmise of his inahility to pay, nor shall 

4 there he any overt identilication of any such child hv special 

5 tokens or tickets, annomiced or puhlished \ht^ of naines or 
() ^ other means. Xo institiition shall he prohihited from serving? 

7 u hreakfast, lunch, dinner, and snack to each eli<«;ihle child 

8 each day. 

D ** (d) Funds paid to any State under this section shall he 

10 disbursed hy the State a^i^cney to institutions approved for 

11 participatiorji of i\ nondiscriminatory basis to reimburse such 

12 institutions for air costs including' labor and administrative 
i;j .ejcpoiises, of food service operations. All valid claims from 

14 such institutions shall be paid within thirty days. 

15 * " (e) Irrespective of the amount of funds appropriated 
l(i nniler section 13 ofMhis Act, foods available under section 
17 41(5 of the' A^rricultural Act of'llW) (7 T.H.V. 14;}| ) or 
Irt purchased uudiT section !52 of the X¥i of Aupisr'24, IIK]") 
19 (7 r.S.(\ or secti(ui 7()9 of the Food and A^mcul- 
2() ture Act of UXJf) (7 V.^X\ 144()a--l), shall be donated by 
1>1 the Strretnry of Ajjriculture to institutions participating^ in 

22 the special food service program iu ac<'ordaiU'e with the needs 

23 as detormined by authorities of these instilulions for utiH/a- 

24 tTon in their feeding prom|fims. Tlir amoutit of sneh coimiiod- 

25 itios domited to each State ft)r each fiscal year shall b(s^ 
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1 a ininiuiuin, the anionnt obtained l>y multiplying? (he minil)or 

2 of lunehes served in imrtieipatin*? institutions durinn: that 
:5 liseal year hy tlie rate for eoiuniodities and cash in lien then*- 
4 of estnbliNhed for that fiscal year in accordauro with the 
;> provisions of section () (e) of the National School Lunch Act, 
iy '* (f) If in any State tlie State educational agency is hot . 
7 permitted l)y law or Is otherwise unahle to dishnrse the fiinds 
H paid to it under this section to any service histitution in the 
f) State, the Secretjiry shall withhold all funds provided nnd<»r 

10 this section and shall disburse the funds so withheld directly 

11 to service institutions to the State for the same purpose and 

12 subject to the same conditions as are re(|uired of a State edu- 
l:i cational apency disbursing funds mach* available under this- 

section. 

** (g) The vahie of assistance to children under this sec- 
tion shall not be considered to be income or resources for any 
purpose, under any Pvderal or State laws, including laws rc- 

1^ lating to taxation and welfare ancl public assistance programs. 

IJ^ Kxpenditures of funds from State and local sources for (ho 

20 niaiutenaneo of food programs for children shall not be dimin- 
ished a3 a result of funds received under (his section. 

2*2 " (h). Thoro is hereby (iu(horlzed to be appropriated (dr 

23 ^auy fis(»al year such sums as may be necessary to (he Soere- 

24 tary for his aclmiiiistrativo expenses under this section. 
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1 '* (i) Stales, Stdte educational agencies, and service instl- 
2' tutions participating in programs under this section shall, keep 
o such accounts and records as may be necessary U\ enable the 
4 Secretary to delennine whether there has been compfwince 
T) with this section and the regulations hereunder. Such ac- 
(] counts and records shall at all times be available for inspection 
7 and au^lit by representatives of the Secretary and shall be 
H preserved for such period of time, iu)t ii\^excess of five years, 
^•^as thoiSecrelarv determines is necessarv.". - 

10 it^x\ 14. The Nalional School Lmu'h Act is amended by 

11 addinfg fhe following section: ■ 

12 . *'Sk(\ 17. As a national nutrition and health policy, il is 

13 tlio purpose and intent' of the Congress that the special food 
^ ^ service program and the summer food program bo made 
1*^ available in all serv^ice institutions where it is needed to pro- 

vide adequate ilulrition for children in attendance. The See- 
I'^ret'ary is hereby directed, in jCooperation with. State educa- 
- 1^ tional and child-care ngeiicics, to carry out a program of 
infomiallon to the schools in fnHherance of tliis policy. Within 

20 ninety days after the t^nactment of this legislation, the Seere- 

21 tary shall report to 'the committees of jurisdiction Ju the Con- 

22 press his plans and those of the cooperating State agencies to 
.23 bring about the needed expansion in the special food service 
24 and summer food*program.'\ 
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1 > X(K\I'^(K)I) ASSISTANCK 

2 • SK(\ 15. The Niitidiinl School Limch Act is ainciidcd 
:j "by ndiliiifr the following: section: 



4 "SiCi*. Irt. (1) Of the snnis appropriated for any fiscal 

5 year-^^pursuhnt to (he auth{Ji*i/ation contained in section 13 
(j and section 1 (J of the Act. Sj.OOO.OOD shall he available to the 
7 Secretary for the pnq)()se of providinjr, durmjr each such 

\ H fiscal year, nonfood assistance for the special food nerviee 

i) profrrani, and tho sinniner food pro^'rani, purMinint to the 

10 i)r()viHions of this Act. The Secretary shall api)orti()n anion^,' 

.11 tlu^ States dnrin^r each fiscal year the aforesaid siiiii of §5,- 

■1:2 (KM),(Mm/: ProvitUd -That such an api)ortionmcnt shall be 

1:5 made according; to ihrTTrrtrnrrnoiip: the Slates ()f the number 

14 of children l)elo\v ajre (5 who arc ineiiiherH of hoiiHeholds 

15 wliidi have an annual income not above the applicable 
K; family size income level set forth in the income poverty 
17 p:uideliiie prescribed by the Secretary under Heclioa 9(b) 
IH of tlie National School Limch Act. 

j() "(2) If any Slate cannot utilize all of (he fuudn appor- 

20 tioned to it under the provisions of this section^ the Secre- 

21 tary shall make further apportionmeutH to the remaining 
2«2 Htiites. Payments to any State of imidiuiippiirtjoned under 
2;f ihe provisions of this subsection for any fiscal year shall be 
2[ made upon condition that at least one-fmn*th*'o?N^j; cost of 
23 .<*<lHil>tnent financed under this section shall be borne by 



n)1 

1 funds froi^i sources within the ISUito, oxcopt that such condi- 

2 tion shftU not apply witli respect to funds used under this sec- 

3 tion to assist institutions detennined by tlic State to be cspe- 

4 • cially needy. 

5 *' (3) For purposes of tliis section, the term \State* shall 
(J mean any of tlie lifty States, tlic District of Columbia, the 
7 Ooinmonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Vii gin Islands, Guam, 
« American Samoa, and tlie Trust Territory of tlie Pacific 
d Islands. 

10 " (4) If in any State the Stiitc eduwitional agency is not 

11 permitted by law or is otherwise unable to disburse die funds 

12 paid to it under this section to any service institution in 

13 the St«te, tlic Secretary shall withhold all funds apportioned 

14 under tfiis section and shall disburse tlio funds so witliliold 
M directly to service histitutions in the Stato for the same pur- 
1(5 pose and subject tjo the same c^mditions as are recpiircd of 

17 a State educational agency disbursing funds made available 

18 under tills section.".' 

VJ Hvm*iAh svvvummm'Ah Vixn> i*k<kuum 

^ 20 Si':(\ 1(5. Section 17 of the (^hild Nutrition Act of H)(}(J 

21 is revised to read as follows : 

22 "(a) The Congress finds that substantial numhers of 

23 pregnant women, infants, and young children are at special 
21 risk in respect to their physical and mental henltli.by reason 
2o of po(»r or inadequate nutrition and/or healtli care. There- 



1 foro, it is the intent l)t this act to provide stipplemental 

2 nutritious food as an adjunct to good health |'are during 

3 these critical times of growth and development in order to 

4 prevent the occnrrencc of these health probleiRS. 

5 '*(h) For each fiscal year the Secretary sluill make 
(5 cash grants to the health department or comparable agency 

7 of each State, Indian tribe, band or group recognized by 

8 tlie Department of the Interior; or the Indian Health Service 

9 of the Deparbnent of Health, Education, and Welfare for 
10 the purpose 4f providing funds to locjil health or welfare 
11- agencies or private nonprofit agencies of such State, Indian 

. 12 tribe, baud, or group recognized by tlie Department of the 

13 Interior; or the Indian Health Service of the Department of 

14 Health, Education,^ and Welfare, serving local health or 

15 welfare needs to enable such agencies to carry out health 
IG and nutrition programs under which supplemental foods 

17 will bo made available to all pregnant or lactating women and 

18 to infants detennined by ccfluipotent professionals to be 
10 nutritional risks because of inadequate nutrition and iuadc- 

20 quate income, in order to imprbve their health status. Such 

21 program shall be carried out without regard to whether a 

22 food stamp program or supplemental food, program or a 

23 direct food distribution program is in ertect in such area. 

24 "(c) In orderHo carry out the program provided for 

25 under subsection (b) of this section during each fiscal year, 



9^ 201 



IIM) 

i 

1 the Secretary shall use 8300y6oO,000 out of funds ap- 

2 propriated by section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 

3 U.8,C. -612 (c) ) . In order to carry out"SUC]i piugraiit during 

4 each fiscal year, there is authorized to bo appropriated the 
9 su^ of $300,000,000, but in the- event that si^^umlilis not 
0 hcen appropriated fur such purpojie by July 1 of each fiscal 
7 year, the Secretary shall use $300,000,000, or, if*- any 
H amount has been appropriatedf for such program, the difr 
9 fcR'nce, if any, between the amount directly appropriated 

10 such purpose and 8300,000,000, out of funds appropriated 

11 by ^section 32 of , the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 

12 612 (c) ) . Any funds expended from such section 32 to carry 

13 out the provisions of subsection (a) of this section shall ho 

14 reimbursed out of any supplemental appropriation hereafter 
l^^enacte\l for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of sudi 
10 subsection, and such reimbursements shall be deposited into 

17 the fund established pursuant to such section 32, to be avail- 

18 able for the purpose. 

19 " (d) Whenever any^program is C4irricd oUt by the Bec- 

20 retaiy undlr autlidrity of this section, through any State or 
21. Icfcnl or nonprofit agency, ho iiT authorized to pay admiflis- 

yativo costs not to exceed 25 percentum of the projected pro- 

23 giW funds provided to each SUxio under the authority of tliis 

24 sectmn: Provided, That each health department or compara- 

25 bio agency of each State, Indian trihcS band, or group rec- 
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ojpiizod by tho "KopartiiuMit of tiw idlcriorf or (Jio InUiniir' 



2 ^ IloKW^ijnr^ tlio Drpnrlincnt of Ilimhii. Kdiicntion, and 

3 Wolfaro nuriving funds from i\\v H(M;rolary nndor diis section 
J shall, l)y Jaiuiary I, oach joar. for approval by liiiii as a pix- 

") nMiuisiU* to ftMHMpt of funds uiulor this section; submit a dc- 

() sscription of the manner in which administrative funds shall be 

7 spent, iiiehidiupj)ut not Innited to, a description of the man- 

H lUT in which niitritioji eduiuition and 'outreach services will 

{) be provided. Outreach funds shall be used to search out those 

10 most in need of- the benefiLs of this progqvm. The iMecretJ^y 

U shall take aHirimUivc action to insure that programs begin in 

12 areas mcwt iii^ieed (vf special supplemental food: Provided 
furtlui\ That during tlie first three months oi any program, 

H ijT until the program reaches its projected caseload level, 

l*^ whichever comes first, the Heitetary shall pay those admiiija- 
tVative (H)stvS necessary to successfully coimnericc the program. 

1" " (e) Tl,u»' eligibility of persons to participate in. tJie 

IH program provided for under subsection (a) (if this mimy 

11) shall be determhu'd by conipetent profossiomd authority. 

20 Paflieipaiits shall be residents or members of populations 

21 served by clinics or other healflHut^lUi^^ to 

22 Imve significjiiit nuiid)ers of infatits and*pregnani and laetAt- 

23 ing wonuMi at mitritional risk. 

24 J^(f) Htiite or local agencies or gn)upfi carrying out any 
25' programs under thk section shall maintain adecpiate medi- 
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1 ('111 m'unls or ilio parrinpanl.s.nssiiKiMl (o cnublo (ho Kccrc- 

2 lary lo dclenniiio and cvnlnalc tho bnicfils of (ho iinlrilional 
:5 assislaii('(» pnrvidod iiiidor this scTlioii. Tho Hccrclary nhall 
•1 n)nv(Mie an advi>()ry mninitloo made up of roproHCiila lives 
'i from (he Malcnial and VhM Ilwilth DiviMon, of ihc Depart- 
(} niciil of Hcahh, KdiK^alion, and Wdfaro, ihe (Vnlci* for 
7 J)'h(»ase (*onlrol,Mhe AHsocialion of H(aH» and Torrilorial 
H ruhlir Ih-ahh Xnlrilicm Dh^lkictors, iho Ainoricvin Acudctfiv 
U of Ivdiatrirs. lht» Nalioiml Acadfiuy of Soioiicc—National 

10 UcHcarch Council, llio AjnoricAu Piclolio Assoriation, i\w 

11 Anu^ricnn riihlic Ilifallh Associaticxt, (he Puhlie Health 
12^ Hervice, and olhei's an thi» Se^relal\v xlec'ins approprinle. Thi*^ 
Ti eonnnillee' shall nludy the uielhods available lo sneeessfully y 

14 and eeoiromienlly evaluate in part or in lolal/ the health/ 

15 benefits of the t^peeial supplemental food program. TheiH 

16 Ntjrdv .shall eonsider the UHefnlnesH of the nicdieal data col- 

17 leeted and the nietbodofo^'y used by IIk; Department of Afrfi- 

18 culture and the ('lunptroller (ieneral of the Tnited Htate.^ 

19 prior lo >fareli mli), 1975. Their study nhall ak) Inelude tho 
\^2() ap|)li(»al)ility to an evahuition of the special supplemental 

31 food program of Federal and State health, welfare, and^mUri- 

22 ^i*^" assessment ami surveillaiieo projects eurrently' beinp 

23 (Mmduet(Hl. The purjiose of this advisory connnittee shnll be 

24 tff deterniiiu* and recommend in (him] )io\v. using aecepted 
23 K('i('nlifu' incilioilM, the lionllli iMMicrils of llic spocml' siipplp- 
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^ 1 mental food program may best be ev^ated and assessed. 

2 This ^idvisory cpiumittfee shall report to the Secretary no 

3 "^iat^r than December 1, 1975. The Secretary shall sulfmit 
. 4 . to Qongress his reconuiiendations based' on thisNstud^ no 

5 later tWMait'hl, 1976. 

6 " (g) DefinU^p^f terms used in this secticm — 

7 ' "(1) TpfiMiif a^^^ lactating women' wheji used in 
^ * 8 • connection ^^^fiesterh^ 'at nutritional risk' includes mothei-s 

9 lip JEo six ^^^ths post partum from \o\v-income populatibiis 

10 who dembi^ffrato one more of JJhe' following character- 

11 isticsr knowiii%adequate (iutritional patterns, unacceptably 

12 higJi incidence df anemia, hig:li prematurity rates, or inade- 

13 quate patterns <if growth (underweight, obesity, *or stunt- 

14 "ing). Sucfi term (wh^n used in connection with the terni 

15 *at nutritional risk') also^ includes low-jnconie individuals 

16 who have^a history of high-risk pregnancy^s ^vi^enced 

17 • by abortion, premfttiire birth, or severe anemia, 

,18 'Infant^when used, iir connection* with the term 

19 'at nutritional' means children under five years of age 
30^ who are in low-income populations which have shown a 
2T deficient pattehi of growth, by onrnimaUy acceptable stand- 

22 ards, as reflected by an excess number of children, in the 

23 lower perceiitiles, of height and^w^ight.^ Si^ch tenn^ when 

24 ' used in connection with 'at nutritional risk', may also incli)[(Jj5^ 

25 children.under five years of age who (A) are in the param- 
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i eter of nutritional anemia, or (B) are from low-income 

. 2 populations where nutritional studies have shown inadequate 

3 infant diets. Any child participating in a nonresidential child 

4 care program. s)iall not be excluded from participating in 

5 <he WIC program/ ' 
(J "(3) 'Supplemental foods\shaIl mean those foods con- 

7 taining nutrients known to be lacking in the diets of pop- 

8 ulatipns at nutritional risks and, in particular, those foods 

9 and food products containing high-quality protein, iron, cal- 

10 cium, vitamin A, and vitamin C. Such term may also include 

11 (at Qie discretion of the Secretary) any' commercially for- 

12 mulated preparation specifically designed for women or 

13 infants. The (Jontents of the food package shall be made 

14 available in such a manner as to provide flexibility based 

15 on medical necessity or cultural eating patterns. ' ' 

16 " (4) 'Competent professional, authority' includes physi- 

17 Cians, nutritionists, registered nurses, dietitians, or Stflle jor 

18 local medically trained health officials ife beiilg competent 

19 professionally to evaluate nutritioria^l Visk. , 

20 " (^) 'Administrative costs' incude cost's for outreach, 

21 referral, operation, monitoring, nutrition education, general 

22 administration, startup,' clinic, and administration of the 

23 State WIC. office. ^, t 

24 " (h) (1) There is hereby established a council to be 
'25 known as the National Advisory Council on -Maternal, Infant, 
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1 and Fetal Xutrititoii (luMcinafter in this section referred to as 

2 the '(\)uiieir) which shall be composed of fifteen monibers 
1^ 3 appointed by the^ Secretary. One member shall be a Stat<* 

^ * 4 director of the special supplemental food* program, one mem-"^ 

r 5 ber shall be a'Stafe fiscal director for tliQ special supplemental 

6 food jfrograrii (or the. equivalent thereof) , one member shall 

.7 be a State health officer (or equivalent thereof), one mein- 

8 ber shall be a project director of a special supplemental 

9 food program in an urban area, one member shall bo a: 

10 project^ director of a special supplemental food program in a 

11 rural area, one member shall be a Stafe pubjic health nutri- 
. . 12 tion director (or equivalent thereof) , t\vo members shall 

13 h^ parent' recipients o^^the special suppleniental food pro- 

. 14 gram, one member shajl be a pediatrician* one member 

ir> shall be an obstetrician, one ji^nember shall be a person hi^^ 

16 volved at the retail sales level of food in the special supple- 

17 mental Jood program, two members shall be officers or em- 

18 ployees of the Department of Health, Educatioji, and Wel- 
.19 fare, specially qualified to serve on the Council because of 

20 their eduefitibn, training, experience, and knowledge in mat- ' 

21 ters relating to maternal, infant, and fetal nutrition, and two 

22 niembers shall be officers or' employees of the Department of 
• • 23 Agriculture, specially qualified because of their education, 

24 training, experience, and knowledge in inatters relating to 

25 maternal, infant, and fetal nutrition. 
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1 . "(2) The eleven members of the Counctl appointijd 

2 from -outside the Department of Agriculture shall be ap- 

3 pointed terms of ffifeo^ years, except tha^ 

t4 members first appointed Jt) the ^Council shall b^ appointed As 

5 fpUaws: Three ^embers shall be appointed for terms of three 

6 years, three memWers shall be appointed for terms of two 

^ 7 years, and three members shall be appointed for terras of. 

8 /one year. Thereafter all appointments shall be for^a term^ 

9 of three years, except that a/ person app^^inted M fill an 

10 unexpired term shall serve only for the remainder of such 

11 term. Members appointed from the Department of Agi'icul- 
12-^tUre shall serve at the pleasure of -the Secretary. 

lo " (3) The Secretary shall designate one of the merpbers 

• ^ 14 to serve as Chairman and one to servo as Vice Ohfiiijman 

^ 15 oftheCouncy. ^ ' - V 

. ifi " (4) The Council shall mciet at the call of the Chairpi^n^ 

17 «but shall meet at least once a year. 




"(5) Eight members shall constitute a quorum and a 

19 vacancy on the c/ouncil shall not aflect its powers. \ ^^ 

20 ' "(6) It shall-be the function of the Council to'make j| 
21- continuing^ study of t^e operation of the specfal suppldh 

22 montiil food program and any related Act under which diet* * 

23 supplementation is provided to women, infants, and children, 

24 with a view to determining how such programs maybe im- 
1^t\ proved. The Council shall submit to the President and the 
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1' Congress annually a writtelj report of the Results of its study 

2 together with such recommendations for administrative and 

3 legislative changes as it deems appropriate. . 

4 ' (7) The Secretary shall provide the Council with such 

5 technical and other assistance, including secretarial and cler- 

6 >ic{il assistance, as may be required to carry out its functions 
sT under this Act. 5^ 

8 ''(8) Members of the Council shall^erve without com- 

9 pensation but shall i-e(»eiye reimbursement for necessary 

10 travel and .subsistence expenses wurred liy them ia the per- 

11 formance of the diiij|j?s of the Council. 

12 W "(1) On September 1, 1975, the Secretary shall for- 

13 ward to eadr State an advance payment for the month of 

14 September pursuant to subsection (c) of this section wTiich 

15 shall not be less than^the total payment made to sucli State 

16 for the month of July 1975, pursuant to subsection (c) of 

17 this section and the Secretary shall forward any remaining 
18. payment due pursuant to-^iubsipction (c) of this section for 
19 the month of SeptcmbeKJ9;^) no later than thirty days 
?0 following the receipt of valid^claittis. Thereafter, on the first 
21 day of. each month the Secretary shall, in a similar manner, 
22- forward an advancemonthly payment to each Statepursuant 

23 to auh^ction (c) of this section which shall not hi less than 

24 the Aofal payment rna4p,|o /;uch Stnte in the second prc^^d- 

25 mgtanonth pursuant to subsection ^(c) of this section and the 



207 



J Socretary shall forward any remaining payment du^ pursu- 
2. "i^^ to subsection (e) of this section for such month no later 
* 3 tlian thirty dayslollowiitg receipt of valid claims: Provided^ 
4 That any funds advanced to a State for which valid claim., 
r, have been established within ninetv davs shall be deducted 

from dH\next appropriate monthly advance payment, unless 
1 the claimant requests a hijjiring with the Secretaiy prior to 
^ the ninetieth day. On each July 1 and on eadi Jimuary 1 
9 the Secretary- shall publish in the Federal Register the 

amount of advance payments to be raaSe to each State 
U pursuant to this subsection for that month.". 
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SECTION BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF S. 850 



School Breakfast Program 

(SECTION 2) " 

TBiis section merely extends the School Breakfast Program for three 
more years. ' 

' * (SECTION 8) i 

This section directs the Secretary of Agriculture to carry out a 

frogram of information to States in regard to the School Breakfast 
rogram. National participation in this program is tfttly 10%t of the 
School Lunch Program. Some schools may oe uninformed as to the 
availability or the bonefits of this program, and this section is an at- 
tempt to reach them and bring them mto participation. 

Matching 

. (SECTION 4) 

This section makes a technical change in the $3;1 State matching 
requirement under the National School Act. It is needed because 
the feature of the School Lunch Program is changing slightly with more 
free meals being served. The result is that^States are unable to meet, 
in every instance, the matching requirements as much of this money 
has come from pa)dng children. This change will not affect the amdunt 
of a'ppropriated funds neede'd from the State or local level. 

Income Guidelines fob Reduced Price Lunches 
(section b) ^ 

This section increases the eligibility for reduced price lunches^to 
include more children from middle-income families. Last year tniq 
provision was al^o slightly expanded, and resulted in increased par- 
ticipation by tens of thousands of children daily. In many States, this 
helped, keep^ total participation levels equal to the year before, as 
mafay other paying children dropped out of the program as food costs 
went up. This section is specifically intended to nelp those lower- 
middle mcome families who have felt the pinch of gteatly increased 
food prices and have chOdteri in school* By expanding the eligibility 
for reduced price lunches, childreii from families whose incomes aren't 
so low as to qualify them for a free lunch but who comd from working 
fahiiUes with not a great. deal of income, will be able to participate in 
the School Lunch Program, instead of dropping out. This section 
Should help stem the flow of millions of paymg children who have 
dropped but of the program in the last few yoars. 

(209) 
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NoN-PR<ipiT Private Schools 

VsECTION 6) 

InnSll'.T^Tv!'?" tecWal change, deleting some raatchinR 

languago that is no longer neeiled as a result of the newer performance 
funding requirements of the Ndtional School Lunch Act. 

Miscellaneous Provisions and Definitions 

(SUCTION 7) 

This section changes the defir ition of school to include licensed rton- 

The%KCrSn^^^^ " ''^P'''"''^^^' ^""^^^ 

^V'^^^ of children in institutional care participate in 
the Na lonal School Luncl; Program. T.tie rest 'receive some fe lerallv 
donated commodities and some milk assTslance. However, thev 
iweive nothing approaching; the benefits of the School Lunch Program 
in commo(hties or per meiil reimbursements. , h , 

rhe vast majority (80%) of these children would bo eligible for the 
School Lunch ProRrain if they resided at home. The purpose of this 
section IS 0 give thorn the same valuable nutritional support through 
the School Lunch Program as other children their age receive, who 
live at home and attend school In their bloc grant proposal formal! 
child mitrition programs, the administration provides in their budftet 
for per mea rein^bur.sements to institutionalized children. This 
section does the sartao. • 

^ I Commodities 

I 

(SECTION 8) ' 

T '^^t ii'^^^'O" ^^^^^^^ P*''" commodity donations for the School 
Lunch I rogram/ These commodities provide the foundation for this 
mportant program, and help support our agricultural markcH. School 
lunch ad minist^'ators and peisonnel are overwhelmingly in support of 
thisoxti«nsion,/\Vitliout it^diool meal co.sts would increase drastically, 
because many school disSlcts cnnnot get commodities at the same 
price the Department of Agriculture can, nor could thev inspect or 
grade the foods with tlie,snine efiicieiicy. If schools \m tlie commod- 
i ies and lutw-h prices weiit up, a large number of the 3fl million 
childien.r6ceiv?hg,moa|s each day would either pay higher prices than 
tliey are now paying, receive inferior meals, or drop out of the program 
T , "^^li^^'on to raiuntaining commodity suppbrt for the School 
Lulich Irogram,; this section restores to the .School commodity 
program /lour, oil and shortening. The Departixient of Agriculture 
lias -withheld these commodities this entire schoolyear while in- 

f'i^it'i"^! I •P?'™^'^ * '"U «^«r«^i«- As a result, th<iy are unavailable 
to^«'^T)olchil,l|en for he first time in.many years. Their-loss has hurt 
local school districts that had facilities and employees intact to prepaio 
foods .for them, and (he children who had been raceiving tliem for 
years.; 1 heir loss has also been a factor in the increased prices paid this 
year 'by participating children. This Aection merely restores those 

sLf ;r u';e"?d.:;oil P7--'y'''-n 
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Commodities 

(SECTION 9) 

This section continuos tho current practice of providing the bulk 
. of the commodity assistance to tho School Lunch Program in tho 
form of food, not cash to purchase food. USDA and Nutrition Com- 
mittee studies show the purchasing power advantage- hold by USDA. 
If assistance under this section were given to schools in cash and not 
commodities, the tecal school districts would be presented with an 
added fiscal burdeu, as jpurchasinff the same foods as USDA j^^ould 
cost them more, thus driving up the cost- to children and driving sjorao 
from the program. Authorization for this practice ends this year. 
* 

(SECTION 10) 

' TJiis section makes a very minor addition to the National School 
...J^iiich Act, by excUiding beiielits of the school hmch program from 
computntioii of income under. any Federal or State laws. 

— (SECTION 11) 

This section makes Puerto Rico eligible for the Special Milk 
rrogrnin. 

SUMMEK FeEDINTS 

(SECTION 12) 

The sumnicr fopd program is extended for two years with minor 
changes. The section places a ^ceiling on reimbursement rates that 
may be paid for meals served in especially needy institutions partici- 
pating in the progniiu, with a provision that this coiling bo adjusted 
aiinuMlly in accorcUmce with chapges in the food aW'ay from home 
serrs of tho (\msumer Price Index. (This is the same adjustment 
formula used m the school food prog rairis;} 

The ceiling for Uiiu^hes "served m neecly institutions would bo sot 
at SO cents, a level 9.5% above the 7;^ c(^nt maximum sot by USDA' 
for last summer's program. 

This section would also make the pro|:ram available to short- 
term resideiitiiil camps for low-income voungsters.' When Rep. 
(Myirles Vanik (I).-()hio) sponsored the legislation that created this 
prognuu ui 1908, he stated ml the House floor that tho intent of the 
legislation was to include such camps, but USDA has arbitrarily 
Farred their participation by reguktion. , 



Special Food Sehvicb Program 

(Section n) ^ 

This section of the bill AVHnthl brinp the Special Food Service Pro- 
gram for children (under which reimbursements are provi(k»d to 
mm^residentinl child care institutions for meals served to attehdhig 
children) into accordance with the same procedures and requirements 
that apply in the school lunch aiul breakfjist programs. As iii^tluS 
school programs, participathig institutions woiiUl bo required to 
collect income statements from parents or guardians, and institutions 
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would then robbivo the same per m<»al reimbursements, unci the sann^ 
per nioal amounts of commodities, as arc provided the schools in the 
s(»hool food procjnuns, ^ • 

This should Toad to more offectivo and efliciont operation of the 
program. At present. States are hindered by an archaic appoi^on- 
ment forinulu under which some States never have eno^ujrh mmiey 
and other States return funds urispont each year. In addition, at 
present some poor cliihh'en are barred from the proj^ram solely because 
their (hiy-care center is not located in a hard-core poverty area, while 
non-poor children within a poverty area receive as much reimburse- 

fut. per meul as poor rhiWreu. The procedures of the school food 
ffrains, which have proven effective for providing 'reimbursement 
behalf of each participating: child in accordance with the income of 
tdiild's family, would resolve these inecpiitii^s and j^reatly stren<j:then* 
ambregularize projj:ram operations. 

Reimbursements would continue \\S be available for the seryinjj: of 
suppers and meal supplements in that small percentaf;e of participating: 
institutions which provide these yieals. 

This section also makes the special food service proj^ram available 
for the first time to licensed, non-profit family day care centers, whiclji 
an; currently excluded from the program solely on the basis of Ap:ri- 
culture Department regulations. 

(SECTION ,14) ' 

• 

This section acknowjedfjes the intent of Congress to make available 
the Special Food Servi(T Program and tW Summer Feedinf^^Program 
to all eligible children. The Secretary^ Agriculture is directed to 
devise a plan of infornnition to the States, to educate them as to the 
availability of these*programs. 

NpN-FoOD AsSIvSTANCE 

^SECTION 15) ~ ^ 

This section directs the Secretary of Agriculture to make iivailable 
and apportion among the States $r),()()(),0()0 for equipment assistance 
to the Special^ Food Service Program and the Summer Food Program. 
Botli of these programs, according to administrators who have testified 
before the Select Coiumittee on Nutrition and Human Needs, and 
according to GAO, have suffered from laek of money for equipment. 
This section for the first time mandates au^ertain amount of equipnient 
money for these two programs, and should assist them in providing 
dean and professional nutrition delivery programs. 

sSpeoial Supplemental Food^ Puooram 

^ (SKcfriON 16) 

This section "extends and expands the ^ogram known as WIC 
(Women, Infants, and Chihlren). 

This program provides high-protein diet supplementation to low 
incortie women, infunts, and children fouixd to l)e at nutritional risk. 



ERIC 



^ 214 



4r 

Tho'idoa idoa behind the original pilot lojrislation was to reach people 
(hiring thoso critical periods when nutrition intervention would cfo 
the most* gpod for them and thiffefore give the. taxpayers the best* 
return on their tax (h)lhir. 

This section makes WK^a permanent program. The response 'from 
the States warrants no less of a couuiiitment. , ^^^^ 

This section atteuipts to correct niany of the* problems ^j^1ucn\liavo 
been discoverell during this ini*tii\l implementation mfi£dy.jxm re- 
flects extensive input from WI(^ administrators and MfTOcipants which 
has been received by the staff of thcj Select (.^omnntteo on*Nutrltion 
and lluuuiti Needs. [ V 

The medical evaluation component has been rAvr^d so that some 
of the problems of the early evaluation Avhich have B<K^n discovered 
and discussed by the (iA() can be corrected. TlV ne^s^waluation 
component requires the Secretary to meet with,a Vroup oT^rxperts 
ill the iiv\d pfliuitcrnal, fetal, and infant nutrition. ThX poup will have 
studied the origimfl evaUiatioii, taken a look at cxisVng health aad 
nutrition assessment uiotliods, and developed a plan for ii^ipleirrt'nting 
u specific evaluation geared to the WW program, and/6r a plan for 
usiiig .WIC data in otlier assessments, if either is^feasible. This waj*, 
there is n potentiality for using the acceptable data gathered in the (irst 
evaluation and devising new metliocls. It is hoped a smaller in-depth 
study over a loiigtn* period of time will bo possible to determine the 
impact of this diet supplementation. 

This section also increases the pc^l'cent of total funds av'ailable for 
adiiiinislrative expenses and includes within that increased monies 
for nutrition education and outreach. .The need for both an increase in 
a(hninistrative funds and provisions for nutrition education have 
been enipliasi/.ed repeatedly by WIC administrators as necessary to 
'make the program work effectively^* " 

The components of administrative expenses arc clearly spelled out; 
start-up costs are allowed in sufficient amounts to allow any, program 
' to get Itself off the ground; women are allt)we(l to continue to receive 
foods for six months after birth, as opposed to six weeks, in order 
to allow them a longer ])erio(l to catch up from nutritional depletion 
resulting from cliiltlbirtli ; children are allowed to participate through 
five yt^ars oT age; not four, in an attempts to expand slightlv their 
nutritional coverage during the preschool years; the food package is 
made tU»\ible enough to cover eertain medical needs or cultural eating 
patteiHis; advance payments to the States are required; and, a Na- 
tional Advisory Council is established for maternal, fetal, and infant 
nutrition.* 

This(\)uncil will be composed, of administrators, health professmnafe, 
nutritionists. State and local WI(^ directt)rs, mid WK' participants. 
They will meet with the Secretary of Agriculture on a regular basis as 
an advisory panel, and issue a report once a year. This report will 
include the results of their oversight, and recommendations for the 
improvement of maternal, fetal, and infant nutrition programs. 

' . ; o 
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